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Service 
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Tongass  National  Forest 
Juneau  Ranger  District 


8465  Old  Dairy  Road 
Juneau,  AK  99801-8041 
Phone:  (907)586-8800 
Fax:  (907)  586-8808 


File  Code:  1950 

Date:  April  16,  2002 


Dear  Reviewer: 

Enclosed  is  your  copy  of  the  Record  of  Decision  (ROD)  and  the  Final  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  (FEIS)  for  Helicopter  Landing  Tours  on  the  Juneau  Icefield  2003  - 2007.  The  FEIS 
describes  the  Proposed  Action,  the  No- Action  Alternative,  and  six  action  alternatives  ranging 
from  a 38  percent  reduction  in  the  number  of  landings  authorized  over  5 years  (from  19,039  to 
1 1,881  annually)  to  a 61  percent  increase  in  the  number  of  landings  authorized  over  5 years 
(from  19,039  to  30,662  annually).  Some  of  the  alternatives  include  additional  landing  locations. 
The  ROD  describes  the  Selected  Alternative,  which  is  Alternative  H in  the  FEIS.  Under  the 
Selected  Alternative,  the  number  of  landings  authorized  could  increase  approximately  1 6 percent 
over  5 years,  from  19,039  in  2003  to  22,040  by  2007. 

Please  keep  in  mind  that  additional  environmental  analysis  may  be  required  if  the  City  and 
Borough  of  Juneau  determines  that  one  or  more  satellite  heliport  sites  should  be  used  to  reduce 
helicopter  flightseeing  noise  impacts.  Such  an  analysis  would  include  a review  and 
consideration  of  new  information  or  changed  circumstances  relative  to  the  environmental 
impacts  of  the  helicopter  icefield  landing  tours. 

As  the  District  Ranger,  I am  the  official  responsible  for  authorizing  the  requested  special  use 
permits.  The  decision  I must  make  is  whether  or  not  to  issue  special  use  permits  for  helicopter 
landing  tours  on  the  Juneau  Icefield  and,  if  issued,  authorize  locations,  levels  of  use,  and  types  of 
activities  covered  under  the  permit(s).  I also  determine  any  mitigating  measures  that  will  be 
required. 

Sincerely, 


District  Ranger 


Caring  for  the  Land  and  Serving  People 


Printed  on  Recycled  Paper 
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Record  of  Decision 

USDA  FOREST  SERVICE 

Helicopter  Landing  Tours  on  the  Juneau  Icefield 
2003-2007 

Juneau  Ranger  District 
Tongass  National  Forest 


This  RECORD  OF  DECISION  documents  my  decision  concerning  whether  or  not  to 
issue  special  use  permits  that  authorize  TEMSCO  Helicopters,  Inc.;  Coastal  Helicopters, 
Inc.;  Era  Helicopters,  Inc.;  and  NorthStar  Trekking,  Inc.  to  conduct  helicopter  landing 
tours  on  the  Juneau  Icefield  within  the  Juneau  Ranger  District  through  2007.  This 
decision  is  based  upon  the  analysis  and  evaluation  of  the  Helicopter  Landing  Tours  on 
the  Juneau  Icefield  2003-2007  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (FEIS). 

Background 

The  purpose  and  need  for  this  project  are  to  meet  public  demand  for  quality  outfitter- 
guided  services  that  provide  safe  helicopter  access  to  remote  locations  on  the  Juneau 
Icefield.  Meeting  this  demand  includes  providing  for  visitor  safety  and  an  appropriate 
balance  between  commercial,  guided  recreation  opportunities  and  noncommercial, 
nonguided  recreation  opportunities  while  minimizing  impacts  to  people  and  resources. 

The  Forest  Service  Selected  Alternative  will  be  used  in  the  development  of  the  special 
use  permit  authorizations. 

Decision 

Based  on  the  analysis  and  evaluation  in  the  FEIS  for  the  Helicopter  Landing  Tours  on 
the  Juneau  Icefield  2003-2007,  it  is  my  decision  to  select  the  Forest  Service  Preferred 
Alternative  H.  The  Selected  Alternative  would  authorize  landings  in  existing  operating 
areas  and  Death  Valley.  No  other  new  locations  would  be  authorized.  Allocations  of 
landings  to  companies  for  2003  and  2004  would  be  similar  to  2002  allocations.  A 
Prospectus  and  Bid  system  would  be  used  to  make  allocations  for  2003  through  2007. 

In  addition  to  determining  the  number  of  landings  to  be  permitted  each  year  through 
2007,  this  decision  encompasses  the  following  elements: 

• The  length  of  season  during  which  landings  on  the  icefield  may  occur 

• The  days  of  the  week  during  which  landings  may  occur 

• The  hours  of  the  days  during  which  landings  may  occur 

• The  areas  of  the  icefield  where  landings  may  occur 

• The  areas  of  the  icefield  where  enclaves  may  be  developed 

• Helicopter  clearance  distances  from  observed  wildlife  and  wildlife  habitat 


Helicopter  Landing  Tours  on  the  Juneau  Icefield  2003-2007 


RECORD  OF  DECISION  • 1 


Record  of  Decision 


• Whether  and  where  no-landing  zones  will  be  established  at  trail  ends 

• Whether  snow  machine  use  will  be  authorized  on  the  icefield  in  conjunction 
with  landing  tours 

The  Forest  Service  is  not  directly  regulating  helicopter  flight  paths,  altitudes,  or  noise 
over  residential  areas  because  those  issues  are  more  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Federal 
Aviation  Administration  (FAA).  The  Forest  Service  has  asked  the  applicants  for 
information  about  their  flight  paths  and  altitudes  and  has  used  that  information  to 
evaluate  the  likely  environmental  effects  of  noise  to  residents,  recreation  users,  and 
wildlife  in  the  EIS  and  to  make  this  decision.  If  the  environmental  impacts  differ 
significantly  from  those  evaluated  in  the  EIS,  then  this  decision  may  be  revisited  to 
address  unanticipated  environmental  effects.  This  ROD  does  expect  that  flight  paths  and 
altitudes  will  vary  by  weather  conditions  to  maintain  safe  flying  conditions. 

This  ROD  is  a decision  to  issue  permits  for  5 years  beginning  in  2003.  It  will  be 
reviewed  in  5 years  (sooner  if  warranted)  at  which  time  the  Forest  Service  will  consider 
any  new  information  from  monitoring  of  wildlife,  recreation  areas,  and  operators.  A new 
EIS  may  or  may  not  be  necessary  before  another  decision  is  issued,  depending  on  what 
has  significantly  changed  since  the  2002  EIS. 


Table  1 . Features  of  the  Selected  Alternative 

Feature 

Selected  Alternative 

Number  of  landings  2003 

19,039 

Number  of  landings  2004 

19,039 

Number  of  landings  2005 

5%  increase  from  number  authorized 
year  (19,991) 

in  prior 

Number  of  landings  2006 

5%  increase  from  number  authorized 
year  (20,990) 

in  prior 

Number  of  landings  2007 

5%  increase  from  number  authorized 
year  (22,040) 

in  prior 

Days  per  week 

Same  as  now  - 7 

Days  per  season 

153  probable,  but  not  limited 
Likely  operations  May  1 - Sept  30 

Average  # of  landings  per  day  by 

151 

2007 

Landing  locations 

As  shown  on  map;  same  as  now  with 
addition  of  Death  Valley 

Flight  paths 

Determined  by  FAA,  City  and  Borough  of 
Juneau  (CBJ),  and  operators. 

Probable  routes  shown  on  Figure  1 , 
Selected  Alternative 

Distance  from  wildlife 

Same  as  now  - 1,500  feet 

Trail  end  buffers 

None 

Motorized  snow  vehicle  tours 

None  authorized 

Expanded  area  north  to  Haines/Juneau 

No 

Borough  line 

Eagle  Glacier  landings 

No 

Death  Valley  landings 

Yes  (but  no  enclaves) 

Antler  Glacier  Lake  landings 

No 

Forest  Plan  consistency 

Yes 
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1.  Under  the  Selected  Alternative,  the  number  of  authorized  landings  would  remain  at 
19,039  in  2003  and  2004.  In  2005,  2006,  and  2007,  the  number  of  authorized 
landings  would  increase  5 percent  over  the  previous  year. 

Safety  is  one  of  the  primary  issues  facing  the  Forest  Service  and  we  are  concerned 
about  the  serious  accidents  and  fatalities  that  have  occurred  in  helicopter  flightseeing 
operations.  We  encourage  the  current  efforts  of  the  FAA  (which  has  jurisdiction  over 
flight  safety)  and  the  helicopter  operators  to  constantly  improve  safety  and  cooperate 
in  assessing  weather  conditions.  The  Selected  Alternative  gives  pilots  flexibility  to 
address  safety  concerns  at  landing  sites.  We  would  be  very  receptive  to  suggestions 
to  improve  visitor  safety. 

2.  I have  decided  to  authorize  landings  from  8:30  a.m.  to  8:00  p.m.,  7 days  per  week,  the 
same  as  currently  authorized.  These  hours  of  operation  are  a balance  between 
avoiding  sleeping  hours  for  residents  and  accommodating  the  limited  scheduling 
availability  of  cruise  ship  passengers,  who  constitute  the  vast  majority  of  helicopter 
landing  tour  participants,  and  who  might  otherwise  be  denied  the  opportunity  to 
access  these  unique  National  Forest  System  lands. 

3.  I have  decided  to  continue  the  current  recommendation  that  helicopters  maintain  a 
1,500-foot  vertical  and  horizontal  distance  from  traditional  mountain  goat  summer 
and  kidding  habitat,  and  from  observed  animals,  consistent  with  the  Forest  Plan. 
Though  not  necessarily  required  by  the  Forest  Plan,  I am  also  deciding  to  apply  the 
1,500-foot  clearance  to  observed  black  and  brown  bears,  wolves,  moose,  trumpeter 
swans,  Steller  sea  lions,  humpback  whales,  harbor  seals,  and  other  marine  mammals. 
If  low  visibility  ceilings  or  other  safety  concerns  make  the  1,500-foot  separation 
infeasible,  then  helicopters  should  maintain  the  furthest  safe  distance. 

A 1-mile  buffer  will  be  established  between  helicopter  landing  sites  and  important 
mountain  goat  kidding  areas  from  May  15  to  June  15  each  year,  where  feasible.  All 
new  sites  for  landing  tours  would  have  a strict  1 -mile-buffer  mitigating  measure 
applied  to  the  mountain  goat  kidding  habitat  from  May  15  to  June  15.  At  historically 
used  sites  on  Norris,  Mendenhall,  Herbert,  and  Gilkey  glaciers,  if  the  1-mile  or 
greater  distance  cannot  be  feasibly  achieved,  a minimum  1,500-foot  buffer  will  be 
maintained.  If  landings  occur  within  the  1-mile  buffer,  additional  mitigation 
measures  to  be  followed  include  approaching  landing  sites  from  near  the  center  of  the 
glacier  (as  far  from  goats  and  kidding  habitat  as  possible,  while  maintaining  safe 
transit  guidelines),  and  approaching  landing  sites  below  the  elevation  of  goats,  if 
terrain  and  weather  allow.  If  landings  occur  within  the  1-mile  buffer,  monitoring  will 
help  determine  if  long-term  habitat  productivity  and  viability  of  mountain  goat 
populations  is  being  maintained,  and  if  additional  mitigation  measures  are  warranted. 

4.  I have  decided  not  to  include  trail  end  buffers  in  the  Selected  Alternative  because  of 
concerns  about  safety  and  a desire  to  have  flexibility  in  dealing  with  visitor  use 
conflicts.  I realize  that  visitors  who  have  hiked  to  the  end  of  a trail  would  prefer  to 
not  encounter  helicopters  and  a group  of  visitors  brought  by  helicopters.  On  the  other 
hand,  visitors  who  need  to  take  a helicopter  to  get  to  the  glacier  may  not  be  able  to 
safely  land  anywhere  else  in  the  vicinity,  especially  early  in  the  season  when 
conditions  are  not  safe  to  land  higher  up  the  glacier.  I believe  the  conflicts  between 
users  at  trail  heads  can  be  kept  controlled  to  times  when  there  are  no  other  safe 
landing  areas  in  the  vicinity.  I will  consider  proposals  to  minimize  this  conflict  in  the 
Prospectus  and  Bid  process. 

5.  I have  decided  not  to  authorize  motorized  snow  vehicle  tours  on  the  Juneau  Icefield. 
Enclaves  required  for  motorized  snow  vehicle  camps  would  not  be  appropriate  in  the 
Remote  Recreation  Land  Use  Designation  (LUD)  in  any  case.  In  the  Semi-Remote 
Recreation  LUD,  it  is  my  decision  that  the  incremental  noise  and  activity  associated 
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with  snow  vehicle  use  would  be  incompatible  with  the  existing  recreational  uses  of 
the  area. 

6.  The  physical  effects  of  the  helicopter  landing  tours  on  the  icefield  are  negligible. 
Nonetheless,  there  are  some  impacts  to  wildlife  and  to  certain  types  of  recreational 
use.  I have  decided  to  keep  the  area  affected  by  helicopter  landing  tours  limited  to 
the  existing  areas  used  and  one  additional  area,  Death  V alley,  so  that  a large  area  of 
the  icefield  will  remain  unaffected.  The  Selected  Alternative  will  allow  landings  in 
Death  Valley,  but  because  it  is  zoned  as  a Remote  Recreation  LUD,  enclave 
development  will  not  be  allowed.  Figure  1 shows  the  landing  and  enclave  areas 
authorized  in  the  Selected  Alternative.  Figure  2 shows  the  landing  and  enclave  areas 
in  the  context  of  the  LUDs  and  associated  Recreation  Opportunity  Spectrum  (ROS). 

7.  The  proposed  combination  fixed-wing  and  helicopter  landing  tour  to  Antler  Glacier 
Lake  and  Antler  Glacier  is  not  included  in  the  Selected  Alternative.  The  landing  at 
Antler  Glacier  Lake  would  not  meet  the  minimum  wildlife  clearance  requirements 
(1,500  feet)  identified  in  the  Forest  Plan. 

8.  Included  in  the  Selected  Alternative  is  my  decision  to  adopt  the  mitigation  measures 
and  conditions  identified  in  the  FEIS  as  common  to  all  action  alternatives.  This 
includes  mitigation  measures  for  safety,  wildlife,  recreation,  and  the  Juneau  Icefield 
Research  Program  (see  FEIS  page  2-20). 

9.  The  Selected  Alternative  includes  my  decision  regarding  the  appropriate  number  of 
landings  and  visitors  allowed  at  various  LUDs  and  the  types  of  site  development  on 
the  icefield.  This  decision  establishes  a management  system  using  the  following 
guidelines: 

• The  primary  limiting  factor  is  the  number  of  helicopter  landings. 

• One  helicopter  is  considered  to  hold  up  to  six  visitors  (not  counting  the 
pilot/guide). 

• One  helicopter  or  six  visitors  is  counted  as  one  group  encounter. 

• Pilots  and  guides  are  not  counted  in  the  total  number  of  visitors  or  people 
allowed  on  site. 

• Aircraft  overflights  are  not  considered  an  encounter.  (This  is  not  to  deny  that  an 
aircraft  overflight  is  noticed,  but  rather  the  term  is  defined  this  way  to  allow  the 
establishment  of  a feasible  management  system.) 

• The  traditional  means  of  access  for  tourism  on  the  Juneau  Icefield  is  by 
helicopter.  All  the  affected  LUDs  allow  such  helicopter  access. 

Maximum  Landings  Allowed  by  LUD  and  Type  of  Site 

Table  2 establishes,  for  the  Juneau  Icefield,  the  maximum  number  of  helicopter 
landings  and  people  allowed  at  various  LUDs  and  types  of  sites.  As  noted  in  the 
footnote  to  the  table,  these  maximums  are  as  restrictive  or  more  restrictive  than  Forest 
Plan  guidelines. 

LUDs  indicate  different  management  prescriptions  that  direct  us  to  manage  for 
particular  and  different  recreation  opportunities  in  a range  of  ROSs,  ranging  from 
Primitive  to  Urban.  The  FEIS  for  this  action  has  no  alternatives  that  conflict  with  the 
prescribed  ROS  for  any  LUD.  All  activities  authorized  in  this  ROD  are  in 
compliance  with  the  Forest  Plan. 


6 • RECORD  OF  DECISION 


Helicopter  Landing  Tours  on  the  Juneau  Icefield  2003-2007 


Land  Use  Designations  (LUDS) 
and 

Approved  Icefield  Landing  Sites 

Juneau,  Alaska 

Borough  Boundary 

■ Approved  Landing  Sites 

® Approved  Minor  Developments 

♦ Juneau  Icefield  Research  Camps 

♦ Cabins  - FS  and  State 

Trails 

Roads 

1995  EIS  Boundary 

(Existing  area  of  operations) 

2003-2007  EIS  Boundary 
Land  Use  Designations 
■■  LUDII 

MM  Special  Interest  Area 
H Modified  Landscape 
■I  Municipal  Watershed 

[ j Non-NFS  Lands 

HH  Old-growth  Habitat 

1 Remote  Recreation  (Primitive  ROS) 
Scenic  Viewshed 

— j Semi-remote  Recreation  (Semi- 
1 Primitive  Motorized  ROS) 
Semi-remote  Recreation  with 
3D  approved  minor  development 
(Roaded  Natural/RuralROS) 

Water 
Wild  River 

Wilderness  Monument 
Contour  Interval  500  feet 
Scale  1:300,000 
0 1 2 3 4 5 

Miles 


^jRESTSERVlcj 

u4s 


Record  of  Decision 


Table  2.  Maximum  Recreation  and  Tourism  Development  Allowed  by  LUD 


LUD 

Minimum  distance 
(or  physical  barrier) 
to  another 
authorized  activity 
per  site 

Maximum 
number  of 
helicopter 
landings  and 
people  allowed 
per  site  per  day 

Maximum  number 
of  helicopter 
landings  and 
people  allowed  per 
site  at  one  time 

Acceptable 

ROS 

experience 

Maximum 
allowed  group 
encounters 
per  day 

Remote 

Recreation 

3-mile  minimum 
distance  between 
occupied  sites 

10  landings/day 
60  people/day 

3 helicopters 
at  one  time; 
18  people 
at  one  time. 

Primitive 

2 groups. 

No  more  than 

3 groups  in  a day. 

Semi-Remote 

Recreation 

0.5-mile  minimum 
distance  between 
occupied  sites. 

10  landings/day 
60  people/day 

10  helicopters 
at  one  time; 
60  people 
at  one  time. 

Semi- 

Primitive 

Motorized 

9 groups. 

No  more  than  1 0 
groups  in  a day. 

Semi-Remote 

Recreation 

with 

Enclave(s) 

0.5-mile  minimum 
distance  between 
occupied  enclave 
sites. 

100  landings/day 
600  people/day 

20  helicopters 
at  one  time;1 
120  people 
at  one  time.1 

Roaded 
Natural  1 

19  groups.1 
No  more  than  20 
groups  (of  up  to  6 
people)  per  day 
may  use  the  site.1 

1 Based  on  the  assumptions  listed  above  and  Forest  Plan  standards  and  guidelines,  there  could  be  up  to  100  helicopter  landings  at  one 
time  (up  to  600  people  at  one  time)  at  an  enclave  site.  This  ROD  establishes  a more  primitive  ROS  at  enclave  sites  than  the  Forest 
Plan  allows,  and  thus  fewer  numbers  of  helicopters  and  people  are  allowed  at  one  time  at  the  enclave  sites.  These  parameters  are  more 
restrictive  than  Forest  Plan  guidelines. 


The  minor  developments  (for  example,  enclaves,  such  as  dogsled  mushing  camps)  do 
not  exceed  the  number  of  landings,  encounters,  and  people  at  one  time  per  site  per  day 
as  identified  in  the  Forest  Plan  standards  and  guidelines  for  the  LUDs  and  their 
corresponding  ROS.  This  ROD  establishes  a more  restrictive  element  at  enclave  sites 
that  limits  landings  and  people  allowed  at  one  time  (20  helicopters,  120  people)  to  a 
level  lower  than  what  the  Forest  Plan  standards  and  guidelines  allow  (100  helicopters, 
600  people). 

Helicopter  landing  tour  sites  in  LUD  Remote  Recreation/ROS  Primitive  must  be 
a minimum  of  3 miles  away  from  any  other  landing  use  sites.  Occupancy  of  any  site  is 
a key  factor  here,  such  that  a helicopter  landing  tour  (with  up  to  3 helicopters  and  1 8 
people)  may  occur  at  a given  site,  and  once  vacated,  another  helicopter  landing 
activity  can  take  place  at,  or  near  (within  3 miles  of)  the  site,  as  long  as  there  are  no 
more  than  3 helicopters  and  no  more  than  1 8 people  within  site  or  sound  of  each  other 
at  any  one  time.  Further,  there  may  be  no  more  than  a total  of  10  landings  and  60 
people  per  day  at  any  one  landing  site  (3-mile  radius).  This  meets  the  objectives  of 
LUD  Remote  Recreation  and  setting  indicators  for  ROS  Primitive  (Forest  Plan 
3-63,  4-46). 


Helicopter  landing  tour  sites  in  LUD  Semi-Remote  Recreation/ROS  Semi- 
Primitive  must  be  a minimum  of  one-half  mile  away  from  any  other  landing  use  sites. 
Occupancy  of  any  site  is  a key  factor  here,  such  that  a helicopter  landing  tour  (with  up 
to  10  helicopters  and  60  people)  may  occur  at  a given  site,  and  once  vacated,  another 
helicopter  landing  activity  can  take  place  at,  or  near  (within  one-half  mile  of)  the  site, 
as  long  as  there  are  no  more  than  10  helicopters  and  no  more  than  60  people  within 
site  or  sound  of  each  other  at  any  one  time.  Further,  there  may  be  no  more  than  a total 
of  10  landings  and  60  people  per  day  at  any  one  landing  site  (one-half-mile  radius). 
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This  meets  the  objectives  of  LUD  Semi-Remote  Recreation  and  setting  indicators  for 
ROS  Semi-Primitive  (Forest  Plan  3-83,  4-48). 

Helicopter  landing  tour  sites  in  LUD  Semi-Remote  Recreation  at  an  identified 
enclave  site  (shown  on  Figure  2)  may  cause  the  ROS  to  become  Rural.  The 
Standards  and  Guidelines  for  ROS  Class  Rural  indicate  that  remoteness  is  of  little 
importance,  and  moderate  to  high  concentrations  of  people  and  sights  and  sounds  of 
human  activity  are  acceptable  when  not  continuous.  The  setting  is  located  within  one- 
half  mile  of  areas  that  receive  heavy  aircraft  travel.  The  permitted  operators  have 
established  a distance  between  the  Mendenhall  enclave  sites  that  is  greater  than  the 
prescribed  minimum  of  one-half  mile  apart,  and/or  there  are  physical  barriers  that 
separate  the  sight  and  sound  of  one  authorized  activity  from  another.  Although  not 
required  to,  the  helicopter  landing  tour  operators  have  chosen  (and  are  likely  to 
continue)  to  use  enclave  sites  at  least  one  mile  from  another  landing  site  to  preserve 
the  sense  of  remoteness,  as  well  as  for  safe  helicopter  flight  and  landing  purposes. 

This  meets  the  objectives  of  LUD  Semi-Remote  Recreation,  where  occasional 
enclaves  of  concentrated  recreation  and  tourism  developments  may  cause  the  ROS  to 
become  Rural.  The  more  restrictive  limitations  set  in  this  ROD  cause  the  ROS  setting 
to  be  closer  to  Roaded  Natural  by  allowing  fewer  landings  and  people  at  one  time  at 
the  enclave  sites  (Forest  Plan  3-83,  4-49,  4-51). 

Minor  Developments 

• Minor  developments  can  occur  in  any  of  the  proposed  landing  sites  shown  on 
the  ROD  map  in  both  LUD  Remote  Recreation  and  LUD  Semi-Remote 
Recreation,  as  long  as  they  meet  the  prescribed  ROS  setting  indicators  for 
each  LUD. 

• Minor  developments  are  likely  to  include  the  placement  of  temporary, 
primitive,  rustic  facilities  on  site  for  the  summer  or  a portion  thereof,  with 
virtually  no  or  minor  site  modification.  Site  modification  may  involve  a dug 
snow-pit  for  food  storage/refrigeration. 

• Site  reclamation  involves  simple  removal  of  facilities;  the  natural  appearance 
of  the  site  can  be  attained  in  less  than  one  year. 

• Evidence  of  the  dogsled  mushing  activities,  for  example,  involves  patterns  in 
the  melted  snow/ice  surface  below  the  removed  temporary  facilities  and 
dogsled  mushing  trails. 

• Minor  developments  may  involve  small  rustic  facilities  with  a single  purpose 
or  service,  and  may  involve  several  sites  or  an  extensive  area.  Basic  essentials 
are  typically  provided.  Examples  of  minor  developments  include,  but  are  not 
limited  to,  temporary,  portable  shelters  for  the  purposes  of  safety  in  poor 
weather  conditions;  housing  for  on-site  outfitter  guides;  sanitary  facilities 
(contained  outhouses);  outfitting  clients  for  the  activity  on  site;  gear  storage; 
and  conducting  activities,  such  as  dogsled  mushing  or  glacier  hiking  and 
trekking.  These  facilities  will  be  designed  to  blend  in  with  the  white,  natural 
environment  (Forest  Plan  4-38,  4-39,  4-40). 

• The  placement  of  any  temporary  facilities  or  structures  in  any  LUD  causes  the 
site  to  become  a “reserved  site,”  which  requires  the  permittee  to  pay  an 
additional  site  use  fee  (Year  2001  reserved  site  fee  was  $155.00).  This 
prohibits  any  other  permittee  from  using  the  site  for  the  season,  as  long  as  the 
facility  is  there.  All  commercial  outfitter  guide  facilities  on  the  Juneau 
Icefield  must  be  removed  at  the  end  of  the  season. 
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Minor  Developments  in  LUD  Remote  Recreation 

The  following  conditions  apply  to  minor  developments  in  LUD  Remote  Recreation: 

• Limited  to  a maximum  of  3 helicopter  landings  and  18  people  at  one  time. 

• Must  be  a minimum  of  3 miles  from  any  other  helicopter  landing  tour  site. 

• Limited  to  a maximum  of  10  helicopter  landings  per  site,  per  day. 

• Would  most  likely  involve  the  temporary  placement  of  a portable  weather  port 
for  client  comfort  and  convenience. 

Minor  Developments  in  LUD  Semi-Remote  Recreation 

The  following  conditions  apply  to  minor  developments  in  LUD  Semi-Remote 

Recreation: 

• Can  be  at  any  landing  site  identified  on  Figure  2 in  LUD  Semi- 
Remote  Recreation. 

• All  minor  development  helicopter  landing  sites  in  LUD  Semi-Remote 
Recreation  are  limited  to  a maximum  of  20  helicopter  landings  and  120  people 
at  any  one  time,  and  up  to  100  helicopter  landings  and  600  people  per  day. 

• 15  landing  sites  are  designated  as  enclave  sites. 

• Sites  must  be  a minimum  of  one-half  mile  from  any  other  helicopter  landing 
tour  activity  site. 

• Sites  would  most  likely  involve  one  or  several  weather  ports,  temporary 
housing  facilities  for  2 to  12  outfitter  guide  employees  stationed  on  site  daily 
or  for  multiple  days,  dogsled  mushing  camp  facilities  and  trails,  hiking  and 
trekking  routes,  and  gear  storage  tents. 

Enclaves 

• Enclaves  can  occur  only  in  LUD  Semi-Remote  Recreation  (not  in  LUD 
Remote  Recreation)  (see  Figure  2). 

• Enclaves  allowed  under  this  ROD  are  temporary  in  nature  and  are  all 
considered  minor  developments  because  of  their  temporary  nature.  The  only 
characteristic  of  an  enclave  development  that  places  it  in  the  category  of  a 
major  development  is  the  higher  number  of  users  at  enclave  sites  in  LUD 
Semi-Remote  Recreation;  however,  because  of  the  more  restrictive  limitations 
set  in  the  EIS  (more  restrictive  than  Forest  Plan  standards  and  guidelines),  we 
consider  enclaves  as  minor  developments.  Because  they  are  allowed  only  in 
LUD  Semi-Remote  Recreation,  they  are  consistent  with  the  Forest  Plan 
standards  and  guidelines. 

• Enclave  sites  could  have  up  to  20  helicopter  landings  and  120  people  at  one 
time,  and  up  to  100  landings  and  600  people  per  day.  The  actual  numbers 
expected  are,  however,  more  likely  to  be  in  the  range  of  3 to  6 helicopter 
landings  and  18  to  36  people  at  one  time,  and  60  helicopter  landings  and  200 
people  per  day. 

• Enclaves  can  cause  the  ROS  to  become  Roaded  Natural,  where  the  user  should 
expect  to  have  a maximum  of  19  group  encounters  in  the  area.  The  Forest  Plan 
allows  ROS  Rural,  where  the  user  could  expect  to  meet  more  than  20  groups 
in  the  area.  This  ROD  is  more  restrictive  than  the  standards  and  guidelines  in 
the  Forest  Plan. 

• 15  authorized  enclave  development  sites  are  identified  on  Figure  2. 
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The  15  authorized  enclave  sites  in  LUD  Semi-Remote  Recreation  include  the 
following  (see  Figure  2): 

Site  1 - Mendenhall  lower  east  site.  TEMSCO  has  traditionally  conducted  the 
majority  of  its  landing  tours  here  in  the  early  part  of  the  season.  A weather  port  is 
stationed  at  the  site  for  the  operations.  Outfitter  guides  (commonly  known  as  “glacier 
guides”)  may  be  stationed  there  daily  to  meet,  greet,  and  educate  clients.  Clients  arrive 
in  groups  of  one  to  six  helicopters,  with  up  to  six  people  in  each  helicopter,  and  are 
dropped  off  for  an  interpretive,  exploratory  tour,  while  previous  clients  are  transported 
back  to  the  helibase.  As  the  season  progresses,  and  ice/snow  conditions  change,  this 
operation  moves  up  to  Site  2,  on  the  east  side  of  Mendenhall  Glacier.  Because  of  the 
large  number  of  landings  each  day  (up  to  100  allowed),  this  site  is  a designated 
enclave  site. 

Site  2 - Mendenhall  upper  east  site.  TEMSCO  has  traditionally  conducted  the 
majority  of  their  landing  tours  here  in  the  later  part  of  the  season.  The  weather  port  is 
moved  up  to  this  site  and  operations  continue  as  they  did  at  Site  1.  Because  of  the 
large  number  of  landings  each  day  (up  to  100  allowed),  this  site  is  a designated 
enclave  site. 

Site  3 - Mendenhall  lower  west  site.  NorthStar  Trekking  has  traditionally  conducted 
the  majority  of  their  trekking  tours  out  of  this  site  in  the  early  part  of  the  season.  A 
weather  port  is  stationed  here  for  the  operations  and  is  left  on  site  for  many  days. 
Glacier  trekking  guides  are  stationed  at  this  site  for  the  day.  Typically  one  to  three 
helicopters  land  and  drop  off  4 to  18  clients  for  a trekking  activity.  Previous  clients 
are  picked  up  for  transport  back  to  the  helibase  at  that  time;  therefore,  there  is  often  a 
possible  36  clients  at  this  site  at  any  one  time.  We  could  expect  to  have  groups  of  one 
to  three  helicopters  at  one  time,  with  more  than  10  landings  on  one  day  at  this  site. 

Due  to  the  possibility  of  more  than  10  helicopter  landings  at  this  site  each  day  (up  to 
100  allowed),  this  is  a designated  enclave  site. 

Site  4 - Mendenhall  upper  west  site.  NorthStar  Trekking  has  traditionally  conducted 
the  majority  of  their  trekking  tours  out  of  this  site  in  the  later  part  of  the  season.  Due 
to  the  possibility  of  more  than  10  helicopter  landings  at  this  site  each  day  (up  to  100 
allowed),  this  is  a designated  enclave  site. 

Site  5 - Mendenhall/Herbert  Saddle.  This  has  historically  been  occupied  for  dogsled 
mushing  tours  conducted  by  Alaska  Icefield  Expeditions,  Inc.,  in  partnership  with 
TEMSCO.  The  location  has  varied  by  1 mile  during  the  2 years  it  was  occupied  due  to 
the  changing  glacier  surface  conditions.  The  relatively  flat  terrain  and  stable  snow 
surface  conditions  have  accommodated  the  dogsled  mushing  operations  for  a viable 
season.  Normally,  three  to  four  helicopters  could  land  at  this  site  with  18  to  24  clients 
participating  in  the  dogsled  mushing  tour  at  one  time.  Due  to  the  possibility  of  more 
than  10  helicopter  landings  at  this  site  each  day  (up  to  100  allowed),  this  is  a 
designated  enclave  site. 

Site  6 - Middle  Branch  Norris.  This  site  has  historically  been  occupied  for  dogsled 
mushing  tours  by  Era  Helicopters  in  partnership  with  Nunatak  Kennels,  Inc.,  (1997- 
1998)  and  Dawn  Breaker  Kennels,  Inc.,  (1999-2001).  The  location  has  varied  year  to 
year,  with  minor  location  moves  of  100  feet  to  one-half  mile  throughout  the  season. 
Normally,  three  to  four  helicopters  could  land  at  this  site  with  18  to  24  clients 
participating  in  the  dogsled  mushing  tour  at  one  time.  Because  of  the  large  number  of 
landings  each  day  (up  to  100  allowed),  this  site  is  a designated  enclave  site. 

Sites  7 to  15.  The  Forest  Service  has  received  requests  from  prospective  permittees 
for  enclave  site  development  at  eight  additional  locations  (see  Figure  2).  These  sites 
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have  not  been  used  for  enclave  developments  to  date,  but  they  could  be  used  if 
authorized  in  a special  use  permit. 

It  is  expected  that  there  would  be  three  or  four  authorized  enclave  sites  each  year,  and 
in  operation  at  the  same  time.  The  locations  likely  to  be  used  for  these  activities  are 
the  identified  enclave  sites  on  the  lower  half  of  Mendenhall  Glacier  for  large  group 
hiking  and  trekking  tours  (12  to  36  clients  at  one  time),  and  Middle  Branch  Norris 
Glacier  for  dogsled  mushing  tours,  as  described  above.  Other  enclave  sites  shown  on 
Figure  2 may  be  used  if  necessary;  however,  the  historically  used  sites  have  proven  to 
be  the  most  suitable  for  meeting  the  needs  of  industry.  It  is  conceivable  that  the 
locations  of  any  of  the  15  identified  enclave  sites  could  shift  somewhat  (one-half  mile 
+/-)  because  of  changing  glacier  surface  conditions  and  safety  reasons,  but  the  areas 
shown  on  Figure  2 are  the  best  general  vicinity  in  which  they  could  occur. 

High  Use  Areas 

The  high  use  areas  where  a significant  portion  of  helicopter  landing  tours  could  take 
place  are  on  the  lower  portions  of  Mendenhall  Glacier,  Herbert  Glacier,  Norris 
Glacier,  and  Taku  Glacier.  These  areas  are  the  first  areas  to  become  suitable  for 
helicopter  landing  tours  in  the  early  summer  when  the  unstable  winter  snow  begins  to 
melt,  exposing  more  solid  packed  snow  and  ice  and  providing  safe,  stable  landing 
surfaces.  These  landing  tours  could  involve  groups  of  one  to  six  helicopters  each  in 
the  early  part  of  the  season.  It  is  conceivable  and  within  the  FEIS/ROD  limitations 
that  there  could  be  up  to  20  helicopters  at  one  time  on  the  lower  portion  of  these 
glaciers,  in  groups  of  1 to  6,  one-half  mile  or  more  apart.  There  have  been 
approximately  35  helicopters  historically  available  in  Juneau  for  the  Juneau  Icefield 
landing  tours,  however,  it  is  unlikely  that  more  than  half  of  them  would  be  on  one 
glacier  at  one  time,  and  there  have  been  no  observations  or  reports  indicating 
otherwise.  It  is  expected  that  there  could  be  from  one  to  four  groups  of  one  to  six 
helicopters  on  the  lower  Herbert,  Mendenhall,  Norris,  or  Taku  glaciers  at  one  time, 
and  this  would  be  well  within  the  limitations  of  the  Forest  Plan  and  this  ROD. 

The  changing  and  often  unpredictable  glacier  surface  conditions  make  some  areas 
unsafe  to  land  helicopters  on  at  different  times  throughout  the  season.  Early  in  the 
season,  landings  often  occur  at  the  lower  elevations  because  deep  snow  at  the  higher 
locations  prohibits  safe  landing  and  glacier  exploration  activities.  As  the  summer 
progresses  and  snow  melts  further  up  the  glaciers,  many  of  the  higher  elevation  areas 
become  usable  for  landing  activities.  Glaciers  on  which  this  scenario  typically  occurs 
are:  Herbert,  Mendenhall,  Norris,  and  Taku.  Helicopter  landing  activities,  such  as 
glacier  trekking,  hiking,  or  walking,  do  not  require  the  soft  snow  surface  for  feasible 
operations,  but  do  require  a stable  glacier  surface  for  helicopter  landings  to  occur  and 
enough  adjacent  flat  terrain  for  clients  to  safely  enter  and  exit  the  helicopter.  Dogsled 
mushing  operations  require  relatively  flat,  stable  snow  surface  conditions  for  the 
dogsled  mushing  trails  in  addition  to  firm  surfaces  for  helicopter  landings,  as  found  on 
the  upper  Mendenhall  Glacier  and  Middle  Branch  Norris  Glacier  where  these  activities 
have  historically  been  authorized. 

When  considering  any  of  the  landing  sites  shown  on  Figure  2,  it  is  unrealistic  that  all 
could  be  used  at  one  time.  All  helicopter  landing  sites  identified  on  the  ROD  map  are 
a compilation  of  historically  and  newly  authorized  landing  sites.  In  addition  to  the 
limitations  for  numbers  of  helicopters  and  people  at  one  landing  site  at  one  time,  and 
the  daily  limitations,  the  actual  use  of  any  landing  site  depends  on  snow/ice  surface 
conditions,  daily  and  seasonal  weather  conditions,  and  the  number  of  clients  available 
and  willing  to  pay  for  a helicopter  landing  tour  on  the  Juneau  Icefield. 
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The  majority  of  overflights  associated  with  the  authorized  landings  occur  over  LUD 
Semi-Remote  Recreation,  where  the  Forest  Plan  allows  the  ROS  to  become  Rural. 
Specific  ROS  for  this  LUD  has  setting  indicators  where  the  “setting  is  located  within 
Vi  mile  of  heavily  traveled  roads  and  state  highways  or  areas  that  receive  heavy  aircraft 
travel.”  The  FEIS  associated  with  this  action  establishes  a more  primitive  ROS 
environment  than  the  Rural  ROS  indicates,  that  being  “Roaded  Natural,”  where  the 
“setting  is  located  within  Vi  mile  (greater  or  less  depending  on  terrain  and  vegetation 
but  no  less  than  lA  mile)  of  moderate  to  heavily  traveled  waterways  and/or  roads  . . . 
and  open  for  use  by  the  public  or  those  areas  that  receive  heavy  small  aircraft  travel.” 
(See  Forest  Plan  Standards  and  Guidelines  for  ROS  Class  Roaded  Natural  and  ROS 
Class  Rural,  pages  4-49  and  4-51,  respectively.) 

Rationale  for  the  Decision 

The  Juneau  Icefield  is  a national  treasure.  Visitors  to  the  icefield  can  feel  they  are 
experiencing  ancient  ice  ages  or  traveling  through  the  Arctic  region,  and  watch  the 
mountains  being  carved  by  vast  glaciers  flowing  slowly  out  of  the  icefield.  Some  visitors 
to  the  icefield  experience  winter  activities,  such  as  dogsledding,  in  the  middle  of  the 
summer.  This  spectacular  treasure  is  only  now  being  discovered  by  large  scale  tourism. 
The  recent  growth  in  cruise  ship  passengers  seeking  to  experience  Alaska  has  brought 
more  than  half  a million  people  to  Juneau,  only  a few  miles  from  what  many  visitors 
consider  to  be  an  incredible  Alaska  experience.  More  than  89,000  visitors  annually  pay  a 
significant  amount  of  money  for  a helicopter  ride  to  the  icefield — and  are  very  happy  they 
did.  Even  more  visitors  are  willing  to  pay  for  such  an  experience  but  are  unable  to  get  a 
seat  in  the  short  time  they  are  in  Juneau. 

The  growth  in  visitors  has  brought  tourism  revenue  and  jobs  to  Juneau,  but  has  also 
brought  unwanted  noise  from  aircraft  that  particularly  affect  Juneau  residents  near 
helicopter  flight  paths.  The  issues  surrounding  tourism  and  flightseeing  have  been 
extensively  debated  in  the  community  and  have  been  part  of  campaigns  for  public  office, 
ballot  initiatives,  and  city  planning  and  debates  about  the  future  of  Juneau.  Many  citizens 
of  Juneau  have  different  views  and  they  have  sincerely  worked  to  advocate  their  views. 
The  city  government  and  the  Forest  Service  have  extensively  worked  toward  solutions  by 
holding  public  meetings,  sponsoring  professional  mediation,  studying  impacts,  and 
creating  alternative  solutions  to  some  of  the  problems.  One  of  the  primary  strategies 
developed  by  the  CBJ  is  to  move  heliports  so  that  flightpaths  affect  far  fewer  residents. 
One  of  the  major  obstacles  to  moving  heliports  is  the  cost. 

As  a federal  agency,  the  responsibility  of  the  Forest  Service  is  to  the  citizens  of  the  United 
States,  including  the  views  of  Juneau  residents  and  those  who  travel  to  Alaska.  The  Forest 
Service  does  not  make  decisions  based  solely  upon  the  number  of  public  comments 
received  for  each  side,  nor  whether  one  alternative  benefits  more  people  than  another. 
Rather,  the  Forest  Service  applies  its  legal  direction  from  Congress,  considers  the 
scientific  knowledge,  listens  to  the  public,  and  draws  upon  its  natural  resource 
management  expertise  to  manage  the  public  land  for  the  greatest  benefit  in  the  long  run. 

We  are  fortunate  that  this  popular  activity  has  an  almost  negligible  impact  on  the  physical 
environment  in  the  National  Forests.  If  that  were  the  only  consideration,  then  I would  be 
willing  to  substantially  increase  the  authorized  landings  to  provide  more  opportunities  for 
visitors  to  experience  the  icefield.  But  I also  have  heard  about  the  effects  on  residents, 
especially  about  the  noise  under  the  flight  paths.  I wish  there  were  an  alternative  that 
would  alleviate  all  the  noise  problems  and  still  provide  visitors  the  opportunity  to 
experience  the  icefield  and  provide  economic  benefits  for  Juneau.  But  there  is  no  such 
alternative,  despite  great  efforts  to  find  it.  So  my  decision  is  a compromise  that  neither 
provides  all  the  landings  that  are  desired  nor  eliminates  all  the  noise  problems. 
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My  strategy  is  to  provide  for  an  increase  in  landings  over  time  to  provide  the  increasing 
number  of  visitors  with  opportunities  to  experience  the  icefield,  and  provide  increased 
economic  activity  in  Juneau.  The  increase  will  be  gradual  to  provide  predictable, 
consistent  growth  and  to  avoid  a sudden  increase  in  impacts.  In  addition,  the  strategy  is  to 
provide  strong  incentives  for  a reduction  in  noise  conflicts.  My  strategy  is  to  encourage 
operators  to  undertake  the  cost  of  moving  their  heliports  by  rewarding  operations  that 
reduce  noise  conflicts  with  the  opportunity  for  increased  landing  authorizations.  It  is  not 
feasible  to  directly  tie  every  change  in  landing  authorization  to  a specific  reduction  in 
noise  conflicts,  but  operations  that  reduce  noise  conflicts  over  time  will  have  significant 
advantages  in  discretionary  allocations  because  their  operations  will  have  less  overall 
impact.  My  goal  is  that  5 years  from  now,  we  will  have  more  visitors  experiencing  the 
icefield  with  far  less  impact  to  Juneau  residents. 

The  Selected  Alternative  was  chosen  because  it  best  meets  the  purpose  and  need  and 
addresses  the  issues  identified  during  scoping  and  comments  received  concerning 
the  DEIS. 

1.  In  making  my  decision,  I considered  the  many  issues  raised  during  the  development 
and  scoping  of  this  project,  incorporated  Forest  Plan  and  Record  of  Decision 
standards  and  guidelines  relevant  to  the  project  area,  and  took  into  account  competing 
interests  and  values  of  the  public.  Many  divergent  public  opinions  were  expressed 
during  the  analysis.  These  comments  have  helped  me  make  a better  informed 
decision.  I have  considered  all  views  that  have  been  expressed  and  have  used 
contributions  by  the  public,  where  feasible  and  consistent  with  the  purpose  and  need 
of  the  project. 

2.  The  Selected  Alternative  provides  a beneficial  mix  of  resources  for  the  public  within 
the  framework  of  the  existing  laws,  regulations,  policies,  public  needs  and  desires, 
and  capabilities  of  the  land,  while  meeting  the  stated  purpose  and  need  for  this 
project.  This  decision  is  one  suited  to  this  project  area  at  this  time.  While  some 
alternatives  might  better  address  certain  issues,  the  Selected  Alternative  provides  the 
best  mix  for  addressing  them  at  an  acceptable  level. 

3.  The  sound  studies  conducted  to  measure  the  effects  of  helicopter  noise  from 
helicopter  traffic  to  the  Juneau  Icefield  determined  that  sound  levels  from  helicopter 
noise  were  not  high  enough,  nor  of  long  enough  duration,  to  pose  a threat  to  hearing 
safety  for  either  humans  or  animals.  The  sound  studies  concluded  that  the  acoustic 
impact  to  humans  from  helicopter  sounds  is  primarily  annoyance  to  people  who  reside 
or  recreate  in  areas  close  to  the  helicopter  flight  paths,  as  well  as  some  sleep 
interruption  and  communication  interference.  While  we  quantified  the  noise  level  and 
the  physical  effects,  we  recognize  that  controversy  still  exists  over  the  social  effects 
from  the  sound  generated  by  the  helicopters.  I recognize  that  any  increase  in 
helicopter  traffic  may  increase  the  percent  of  the  population  highly  annoyed  by 
helicopter  noise. 

4.  I have  chosen  Alternative  H as  the  Selected  Alternative  partly  because  of  the 
uncertainty  regarding  the  long-term  social  impacts  of  steadily  increasing  helicopter 
activity  on  the  human  environment  outside  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Forest  Service. 
Clearly,  the  annoyance  of  local  residents  will  increase  as  the  number  of  helicopter 
flights  increases.  The  CBJ  indicates  an  awareness  of  this  controversy  and  the  need  to 
address  the  issue  by  identifying  new  heliport  locations  or  through  other  means. 

I have  decided  to  authorize  only  a moderate  increase  in  the  helicopter  landing  tours 
from  2005  through  2007.  Once  the  CBJ  determines  the  appropriate  measures  to 
address  the  helicopter  noise  issue,  including  the  construction  of  one  or  more  heliports, 
it  may  be  necessary  to  amend  this  decision.  Numbers  of  landings  allowed 
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by  the  Forest  Service  could  then  be  combined  with  any  constraints  established  to  limit 
noise  impacts  to  residents. 


How  Significant  Issues  are  Addressed 

In  making  my  decision,  I considered  four  major  issues  identified  during  the  planning 
process.  In  the  following  summary,  I disclose  how  the  Selected  Alternative  addresses 
each  of  the  significant  issues.  Tables  2-1  and  2-9  in  the  FEIS  supplement  the  following 
discussion  and  provide  a comparison  of  the  alternatives. 

This  issue  centers  around  the  effect  that  noise  has  on  many  residents  of  the  Juneau  area. 
Current  complaints  from  residents  have  common  themes  regarding  the  specific  aspects  of 
the  noise  generated  from  the  commercial  helicopter  flights: 

• The  hours  of  operation  are  too  long  and  do  not  provide  any  quiet  time  during 
the  day. 

• The  number  of  helicopters  traveling  together  causes  people  to  feel  overwhelmed 
by  the  overflights. 

• There  are  no  days  of  the  week  that  people  can  experience  quiet. 

• The  helicopters  fly  too  low  and  do  not  abide  by  the  minimum  altitude  guidelines, 
especially  during  poor  weather  and  low  cloud  ceiling  conditions. 

Noise  impact  on  residents  is  the  issue  that  has  been  given  the  most  attention  during  this 
environmental  impact  statement  process.  The  number  of  landings  on  the  icefield 
authorized  by  the  Forest  Service  does  affect  the  number  of  flights  and  the  noise  impacts 
on  residents;  however,  the  Forest  Service  does  not  have  full  control  of  the  noise  impact  on 
residents.  Helicopter  landing  tours  are  only  a part  of  the  noise  impact  problem.  Airplanes 
and  helicopters  fly  from  and  over  Juneau  to  many  other  destinations  and  for  flightseeing 
trips.  Even  if  no  landings  were  allowed  on  the  icefield,  there  would  still  be  a large  number 
of  flightseeing  trips  over  the  icefield.  The  heliport  locations,  flight  paths,  and  location  of 
houses  are  not  within  the  control  of  the  Forest  Service. 

The  Forest  Service  has  therefore  worked  in  cooperation  with  the  FAA,  the  City  and 
Borough  of  Juneau,  flight  operators,  community  groups,  and  others  to  address  the  noise 
impacts  to  residents.  We  have  all  spent  a great  deal  of  time  and  effort  to  listen  to  the 
concerns  of  residents  and  devise  ways  to  reduce  noise  impacts.  Much  has  been 
accomplished  by  the  mediation  effort,  the  FAA  voluntary  letter  of  agreement  (VLOA), 
noise  data  collection,  the  study  of  alternative  sites  for  heliports,  and  other  efforts  to 
minimize  the  noise  impacts  and  provide  options  for  even  more  future  noise  reduction. 

The  Selected  Alternative  addresses  the  issue  of  noise  impacts  on  residents  by  providing 
an  incentive  for  operators  to  invest  in  new  technology  and  new  heliport  locations  that 
would  substantially  reduce  noise  impacts  to  residents.  Without  some  opportunity  for 
growth  in  the  industry,  it  would  be  unlikely  that  these  investments  would  be  made.  I will 
also  hold  out  the  incentive  to  reassess  this  decision  if  an  operator  takes  steps  to 
substantially  reduce  noise  impacts.  I might  provide  authorization  for  more  landings  if  it 
can  be  done  with  reduced  noise  impacts. 

The  Selected  Alternative  provides  for  the  current  level  of  helicopter  landings  through 
2004  and  increases  beginning  in  2005.  I realize  that  some  residents  and  groups  find  the 
current  level  of  noise  impacts  to  be  objectionable,  that  the  Selected  Alternative  will  not  by 
itself  ameliorate  their  concerns,  and  that  changes  that  would  substantially  address  their 
concerns,  such  as  new  heliport  locations,  have  not  yet  been  adopted  and  may  or  may  not 
eventually  come  to  fruition.  This  decision  was  made  after  much  listening  and  much 
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consideration  of  the  noise  impacts  and  the  other  costs  and  benefits  of  the  flightseeing 
operations.  I wish  I had  an  alternative  that  would  provide  the  benefits  of  flightseeing 
without  the  noise  impact  on  residents,  but  such  an  option  is  not  yet  available.  I decided 
that  the  benefits  of  the  decision — the  opportunity  for  visitors  to  access  the  icefield  and  the 
economic  benefits  to  Juneau  businesses  and  others — make  the  Selected  Alternative  the 
proper  balance. 

I considered  various  limitations  on  the  hours  of  operations.  Shorter  hours  of  operation 
would  reduce  (but  not  eliminate)  noise  impacts  at  some  times  of  the  day  for  residents,  but 
it  would  also  concentrate  the  noise,  make  the  flights  more  expensive  to  operate,  and 
reduce  the  opportunity  for  visitors  to  visit  the  icefield.  Longer  hours  of  operation  would 
allow  greater  noise  impacts  at  times  of  the  day  when  it  would  be  more  burdensome  for 
residents.  I believe  the  Selected  Alternative  hours  of  8:30  a.m.  to  8:00  p.m.  are  the 
best  balance. 

I decided  to  not  restrict  the  days  of  the  week  in  which  landings  could  occur,  as  some 
people  requested.  There  are  times  every  season  in  which  aircraft  cannot  fly  because  of 
weather  conditions.  Limiting  the  days  of  landings  might  increase  costs  to  operators  and 
visitors  and  would  not  eliminate  all  aircraft  flights  on  those  days,  nor  would  it  prevent 
operators  from  conducting  flightseeing  trips  without  landings.  Thus,  I decided  to  not 
limit  the  days  of  the  week  during  which  visitors  can  access  the  icefield. 

I realize  that  the  FA  A Voluntary  Agreement  does  not  require  flightseeing  operators  to  fly 
at  the  minimum  altitudes  when  weather  conditions  prevent  safe  flight  at  that  altitude,  and 
that  flights  at  the  lower  altitudes  can  cause  more  noise  impacts.  The  Forest  Service  is  not 
regulating  flight  altitude,  and  certainly  I do  not  want  to  hinder  safe  flying.  But  I did  take 
into  consideration  the  additional  effects  of  the  noise  from  lower  altitude  flights  under  poor 
weather  conditions  and  that  is  part  of  the  reason  why  only  moderate  additional  landings 
were  authorized. 

This  issue  focuses  on  the  concern  that  helicopter  flights  cause  noise  disturbance  to 
ground-based  recreation  users  of  Forest  Service  recreational  cabins  and  the  Juneau  road 
system  backcountry  trails  and  alpine  areas,  both  on  and  off  National  Forest  System  land. 
Responses  to  scoping  indicate  that  some  people  believe  that,  while  they  are  involved  in  a 
recreational  activity  in  a typically  quiet  setting,  hearing  helicopters  is  a negative  impact  to 
their  recreation  experience.  Some  of  the  flights  that  disturb  recreation  users  are  helicopter 
flightseeing  tours  of  the  icefield. 

The  Selected  Alternative  addresses  this  issue  by  locating  landing  areas  to  minimize  the 
impact  to  recreation  users  as  much  as  possible.  Flightseeing  operators  plan  their  flight 
paths  to  avoid  cabins  and  trails  as  much  as  possible.  It  is  not  possible  to  completely  avoid 
recreation  areas,  so  some  impact  to  recreation  users  will  continue.  The  incentives  to  build 
new  heliports  may  result  in  flight  paths  that  affect  fewer  recreation  areas  in  the  future,  but 
no  alternative  would  eliminate  all  noise  impacts  on  recreation  users.  Additionally,  noise 
impacts  to  recreationists  will  be  one  of  the  selection  criteria  considered  in  the  Prospectus 
and  Bid  process,  to  be  implemented  following  implementation  of  this  decision  (see  FEIS, 
Appendix  D). 

The  Selected  Alternative,  compared  to  the  Proposed  Action,  addresses  impacts  to 
recreationists  by  not  authorizing  helicopter  landing  tours  to  expand  into  the  proposed  area 
north  of  the  1995  EIS  study  area.  Recreationists  in  Berners  Bay  will  not  hear  or  see 
additional  overflights  that  would  otherwise  be  generated  by  the  authorization  of  landings 
in  the  area  north  of  the  1995  EIS  study  area.  Likewise,  people  using  the  Eagle  Glacier 
area  will  not  be  affected  by  helicopter  overflights  and  landings,  which  would  otherwise  be 
generated  by  authorizing  commercial  landing  tours  on  Eagle  Glacier.  Because  landings  in 
Death  Valley  will  now  be  authorized,  backcountry  recreationists  in  that  particular  vicinity 
may  be  affected  by  the  overflights  and  landings  not  previously  authorized. 
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This  issue  addresses  the  possibility  that  helicopter  tours  could  stress  wildlife  species, 
particularly  mountain  goats,  bears,  wolves,  moose,  bald  eagles,  and  seals  at  haul-outs  near 
flight  routes,  landings,  and  tour  activities.  The  concern  is  that  stress  from  helicopter 
activity  would  cause  habitat  abandonment  or  long-term  population  declines.  Wildlife 
may  be  negatively  affected  by  the  noise  and  sightings  of  helicopters. 

The  Selected  Alternative  addresses  this  issue  by  applying  Forest  Plan  Standards  and 
Guidelines  for  mountain  goats,  adopting  similar  guidelines  for  other  wildlife  species  of 
concern,  and  not  authorizing  landings  in  new  areas  outside  the  1995  EIS  study  area. 

Helicopters  will  maintain  a 1 ,500-foot  vertical  or  horizontal  clearance  from  traditional 
summer  and  kidding  habitat  and  animals  whenever  feasible.  This  1,500-foot  minimum 
buffer  will  be  adopted  as  a condition  for  black  and  brown  bear,  wolves,  moose,  trumpeter 
swans,  and  marine  mammals  including  Steller  sea  lions,  humpback  whales,  and  harbor 
seals.  A 1-mile  buffer  will  be  established  between  helicopter  landing  sites  and  important 
mountain  goat  kidding  areas  from  May  15  to  June  15  each  year,  where  feasible.  All  new 
sites  for  landing  tours  would  have  a strict  1 -mile-buffer  mitigating  measure  applied  to  the 
mountain  goat  kidding  habitat  from  May  15  to  June  15.  At  historically  used  sites  on 
Norris,  Mendenhall,  Herbert,  and  Gilkey  glaciers,  if  the  1-mile  or  greater  distance  cannot 
be  feasibly  achieved,  a minimum  1,500-foot  buffer  will  be  maintained.  If  landings  occur 
within  the  1 -mile  buffer,  additional  mitigation  measures  to  be  followed  include 
approaching  landing  sites  from  near  the  center  of  the  glacier  (as  far  from  goats  and 
kidding  habitat  as  possible,  while  maintaining  safe  transit  guidelines),  and  approaching 
landing  sites  below  the  elevation  of  goats,  if  terrain  and  weather  allow.  If  landings  occur 
within  the  1-mile  buffer,  monitoring  will  help  determine  if  long-term  habitat  productivity 
and  viability  of  mountain  goat  populations  is  being  maintained,  and  if  additional 
mitigation  measures  are  warranted. 

The  best  information  available  regarding  impacts  to  goats  from  helicopter  activities  in  the 
project  area,  gathered  since  the  Notice  of  Intent  (NOI)  was  published,  indicates  little 
disturbance  is  occurring  at  current  levels  of  activity  at  current  sites. 

Forest  Service  protective  measures  for  wildlife  are  augmented  by  other  applicable  laws. 

In  accordance  with  the  Airborne  Hunting  Act  (Public  Law  92-159,  1971,  as  amended) 
and  Section  5 AAC  92.080  of  the  Alaska  Administrative  Code  (AAC);  shooting  or 
attempting  to  shoot  or  harass  animals  from  an  aircraft  is  prohibited  except  under  certain 
specified  conditions.  The  AAC  defines  harass  to  mean  repeatedly  approaching  an  animal 
in  a manner  that  results  in  the  animal  altering  its  behavior.  The  AAC  code  is  applicable 
to  helicopter  tours,  and  prohibits  low  passes  for  passengers  to  view  wildlife  if  the  pass 
results  in  the  animal  changing  its  behavior. 

This  issue  centers  on  the  possibility  that  helicopter  landing  tours  could  affect  the 
experience  of  ground-  and  water-based  recreation  users  and  wildlife  in  the  Berners  Bay, 
Antler  Glacier,  Antler  Glacier  Lake,  Eagle  Glacier,  and  Death  Valley  areas.  Many 
individuals  who  commented  expressed  concerns  that  allowing  new  tours  in  these  areas 
would  adversely  affect  their  recreational  experience  and  wildlife  by  the  addition  of  noise 
and  people. 

The  Selected  Alternative  addresses  this  issue  by  allowing  commercial  landing  tours  in 
only  one  new  area:  Death  Valley.  No  landings  will  be  allowed  in  the  area  north  of  the 
1995  EIS  study  area,  at  Antler  Glacier,  Antler  Glacier  Lake,  or  on  Eagle  Glacier. 

Landings  will  be  allowed  at  Death  Valley  but  enclave  development  will  not  be  authorized 
because  the  LUD  of  Remote  Recreation  does  not  allow  such  minor  developments.  The 
impacts  to  recreationists  in  Death  Valley  will,  therefore,  be  minimal,  due  to  the 
constraints  of  the  LUD.  This  decision  makes  one  more  backcountry  area  available  to 
commercial  landing  tours  while  retaining  many  other  areas  in  their  current  state. 
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Public  Involvement 

Public  involvement  has  been  instrumental  in  the  identification  and  clarification  of  issues 
for  this  project.  This  has  been  helpful  in  the  formulation  of  alternatives  and  has  assisted 
me  in  making  a more  informed  decision  regarding  helicopter  landing  tours  on  the  Juneau 
Icefield.  Public  meetings,  Federal  Register  notices,  newspaper  and  radio  news  releases, 
and  group  and  individual  meetings  were  used  to  solicit  input  for  this  project. 

In  1999,  scoping  was  initiated  for  the  EIS.  On  February  4,  1999,  scoping  letters  were 
mailed  to  the  public,  including  individuals,  organizations,  and  agencies.  The  NOI  was 
published  in  the  Federal  Register  February  19,  1999.  Newspaper  ads  for  the  scoping 
efforts  were  run  in  the  Juneau  Empire  February  23,  24,  and  25,  1999.  Approximately  50 
people  attended  an  open  house  scoping  meeting  held  at  the  Juneau  Ranger  District 
February  25,  1999.  Approximately  120  letters  were  received  during  the  formal  scoping 
period  that  ended  March  9,  1999.  The  Forest  Service  continued  to  receive  additional 
comments  and  considered  them  in  the  analysis  and  this  final  decision. 

For  a number  of  reasons,  including  delays  in  completing  a sound  study  and  analysis,  the 
Forest  Service  did  not  complete  a new  EIS  in  time  for  the  2000-operating  season.  In 
January  2000,  a letter  was  sent  to  334  individuals,  including  all  of  the  1995  EIS 
recipients,  and  other  parties  who  expressed  interest,  notifying  them  that  the  special  use 
permits  for  the  helicopter  landing  tours  were  extended  for  1 year  through  December  3 1 , 
2000.  An  NOI  was  published  in  the  Federal  Register  March  24,  2000,  to  reflect  this 
extension. 

On  November  17,  2000,  the  Forest  Service  extended  the  special  use  permits  for  another 
year  through  December  31,  2001,  pending  completion  of  the  new  EIS. 

Availability  of  the  Draft  EIS  was  announced  in  the  Federal  Register  on  August  10,  2001, 
with  a due  date  for  public  comments  listed  as  September  24,  2001.  A public  meeting  held 
in  Juneau  on  September  6,  2001,  was  attended  by  approximately  72  people,  1 1 of  whom 
made  oral  comments  on  the  DEIS. 

On  September  21,  2001,  the  due  date  for  comments  was  extended  to  October  1,  2001. 
Written  comments  included  84  e-mails,  57  letters,  17  comment  forms,  and  2,086 
formatted,  pre-addressed  comment  cards  from  people  who  participated  in  helicopter 
landing  tours  during  the  comment  period.  In  total,  there  were  approximately  3,167 
individual  comments  submitted  in  2,255  oral  or  written  statements. 

The  letters,  e-mails,  comment  forms,  and  oral  comments  received  during  the  comment 
period  were  responded  to  in  the  FEIS  (Appendix  E).  The  comments  themselves  appear  in 
Appendix  F of  the  FEIS. 

The  FEIS  has  been  filed  with  the  Environmental  Protection  Agency  and  is  available  for 
public  review. 


Coordination  with  Other  Agencies 

From  the  time  scoping  was  initiated,  meetings  and  other  contacts  with  interested  local, 
state,  and  federal  agencies  have  occurred.  Issues  were  discussed  and  information  was 
exchanged  with  these  agencies,  which  included  the  CBJ,  the  FAA,  and  the  Alaska 
Department  of  Fish  and  Game  (ADF&G),  among  others.  The  FEIS  identifies  the  agencies 
that  were  informed  of  and/or  involved  in  the  planning  process  (see  List  of  Document 
Recipients  in  Chapter  5 of  the  FEIS). 
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Alternatives  Eliminated  from  Detailed  Study 

Several  options  were  considered  for  the  DEIS,  but  were  not  carried  forward  as 
alternatives.  These  options  and  the  reasons  for  not  considering  them  are  discussed  below. 

All  helicopter  flights  that  are  in  association  with  the  Juneau  Icefield  commercial  landing 
tours  originate  from  the  Juneau  Airport  or  other  CBJ-approved  heliports.  Some  Juneau 
residents  have  promoted  the  concept  of  satellite  heliports  as  the  most  viable  solution  to 
the  noise  problem  in  Juneau  (Tourism  Advisory  Committee,  1999b,  2000b).  Table  2-9  of 
the  FEIS  lists  some  of  the  sites  that  have  been  considered.  The  CBJ  has  recently  released 
Michael  Baker  and  BridgeNet  International’s  Alternative  Heliport  Site  Analysis  (2001) 
that  evaluates  and  recommends  alternative  heliport  sites.  As  discussed  in  Chapter  1 of  the 
FEIS,  recommended  sites  include  Montana  Creek  in  the  north  and  Dupont  in  the  south. 
The  analysis  also  found  that  if  flightseeing  tours  moved  from  the  Juneau  Airport  and  the 
Era  base  to  these  two  alternative  sites,  the  number  of  homes  in  the  6.000-foot  (1.1 -mile) 
noise  corridor  would  be  reduced  from  6,037  to  zero  (Michael  Baker  and  BridgeNet 
International,  2001).  The  results  of  this  analysis  are  currently  being  reviewed  and  action 
is  being  considered  by  the  CBJ. 

While  the  Forest  Sendee  cannot  require  relocation  of  private  heliports,  should  satellite 
heliport(s)  be  developed,  we  would  evaluate  the  effects  of  new  flight  paths  in  association 
with  the  landing  tours,  and  document  that  analysis  and  proposed  changes  in  accordance 
with  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA)  and  Forest  Sendee  policy  and 
procedures.  Because  decisions  regarding  locations  and  operations  of  satellite  heliports 
have  not  been  made,  this  alternative  was  eliminated  from  further  study.  The  potential 
development  of  remote  heliports  is,  however,  recognized  in  my  decision  and  may  result  in 
this  decision  being  revisited  before  2007. 

The  alternative  of  authorizing  only  those  helicopter  landings  on  the  icefield  that  used 
Forest  Service-designated  flight  paths  was  dismissed  for  several  reasons.  As  discussed  in 
Chapter  1 of  the  FEIS,  the  Forest  Service  does  not  have  the  authority  to  stipulate  or 
enforce  flight  paths  for  aircraft.  In  addition,  assuming  that  heliports  remain  at  the  current 
locations,  the  flight  paths  used  are  generally  dictated  by  the  weather.  Because  of  the 
proximity  of  residential  areas  to  one  another,  moving  flight  paths  one  way  or  the  other 
would  reduce  impacts  to  some  residents,  but  would  increase  impacts  to  others  by 
rerouting  flights  over  other  residents.  Directing  the  helicopter  tour  companies  to  fly 
specific  routes  would  not  be  within  Forest  Service  authority  and  would  not  decrease 
impacts  but,  rather,  would  displace  them  to  other  areas. 

Alternative  routes,  altitudes,  zones,  poor  weather  route  variables,  and  scheduling  of 
helicopter  flights  have  been  considered  under  the  CBJ-contracted  noise  studies  to  identify 
possible  new  routes.  This  involves  modeling  the  effects  of  differing  flight  densities  (i.e., 
spreading  out  individual  aircraft  in  a flight,  or  group,  vs.  decreasing  spacing  between 
aircraft)  and  of  differing  number  of  aircraft  per  flight  (flights  of  5 vs.  flights  of  12,  for 
example).  Because  the  effects  of  these  scenarios  are  speculative  at  this  time,  this 
alternative  was  eliminated  from  further  study. 

Helicopter  companies  were  asked  to  provide  their  estimated  maximum  number  of 
landings  per  year  through  2006.  Collectively,  they  added  up  to  41.691  landings,  and  it 
appears  that  each  company  assumed  it  would  get  the  full  share  of  any  estimated  market 
growth.  Cruise  ship  passenger  growth  over  the  past  15  years  has  averaged  approximately 
10  percent  annually,  and  is  forecast  at  5 percent  annually  beyond  2000.  Actual  helicopter 
landings  leveled  off  at  less  than  17.000  landings  per  year  in  1998  through  2000.  possibly 
due  to  poor  weather,  market  saturation,  or  other  reasons.  Because  there  appears  to  be  no 
analytical  basis  for  the  nearly  42,000  landings,  this  alternative  was  eliminated  from 
further  study. 
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Tours  Concentrated  in 
One  Area 


Alternative  A- 
No  Action 


Alternatives  B 
through  H-Action 
Alternatives 


A suggestion  has  been  made  to  concentrate  the  majority  or  all  of  the  flights  and  associated 
landings  into  one  area  of  the  icefield  so  that  helicopter  flight  impacts  would  also  be 
concentrated  in  one  area,  thus  promoting  the  expectation  that  there  would  be  few  or  no 
helicopter  tour  overflights  in  other  areas.  This  alternative  was  eliminated  from 
consideration  because  it  is  not  practical.  Lower  Taku  Glacier  is  the  most  logical  place  to 
concentrate  tours  if  the  intent  is  to  reduce  noise  impacts  to  Juneau  residents  and  on-the- 
ground  recreationists.  The  terrain  of  Taku  Glacier  is  such  that  it  could  not  accommodate 
all  the  current  landings,  and  those  landings  that  could  be  accommodated  would  not 
produce  an  acceptable  user  experience.  Because  it  cannot  be  practically  implemented,  this 
alternative  was  eliminated  from  further  consideration. 

Alternatives  Selected  for  Detailed  Evaluation 

Eight  alternatives  are  evaluated  in  the  FEIS,  including  a No-Action  Alternative.  The 
range  of  alternatives  addressed  the  major  issues  associated  with  this  project.  The  seven 
action  alternatives  differed  from  each  other  in  various  components,  including  the  total 
number  of  landings  allowed  (shown  in  Tables  3 through  8),  the  days  per  week  and 
number  of  hours  per  day  landings  would  be  allowed,  landing  locations,  wildlife  buffer 
size,  use  of  trail  end  buffers,  and  use  of  motorized  snow  vehicles  on  the  icefield.  Features 
of  each  alternative  are  shown  on  Table  9. 

The  alternatives  are  summarized  as  follows: 

This  alternative  represents  the  viewpoint  of  people  who  do  not  want  any  helicopter 
flightseeing  or  commercial  helicopter  landings  on  the  Juneau  Icefield.  It  does  not  meet  the 
purpose  and  need  of  the  Proposed  Action.  Under  the  No- Action  Alternative,  the  current 
permit  extensions  would  be  allowed  to  expire  December  31,  2002.  No  new  special  use 
permits  to  land  helicopters  on  the  Juneau  Icefield  would  be  issued  to  the  helicopter 
companies.  There  could  be  some  increase  in  requests  for  point-to-point  landing  permits, 
although  the  cruise  ship  passengers  who  make  up  the  majority  of  helicopter  landing  tour 
customers  are  not  generally  in  the  market  for  point-to-point  trips.  Flightseeing-only  tours 
(helicopter  tours  that  do  not  land  on  NFS  lands)  are  outside  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Forest 
Service  and  would  most  likely  still  occur,  even  if  no  landings  are  authorized. 

There  are  many  places  where  flightseeing-only  tours  occur,  both  in  Alaska  and  elsewhere. 
Cruise  ship  passengers,  for  example,  already  have  the  opportunity  to  select  flightseeing- 
only  tours  in  Juneau,  Skagway,  and  other  ports  of  call.  Although  these  flights  are 
generally  less  expensive  than  tours  that  land,  they  are  selected  by  only  several  hundred 
cruise  ship  passengers  who  take  flightseeing  tours  in  Juneau  (Thomas,  2001).  In  other 
areas  where  flightseeing  is  a popular  tourist  activity,  some  areas  do  not  allow  any  tours 
that  land.  In  Hawaii,  for  example,  competition  for  landing  permits  on  the  Ne  Pali  Coast 
on  the  island  of  Kauai  eventually  led  land  managers  to  no  longer  permit  helicopter 
landings  on  public  (state)  lands. 

I did  not  choose  Alternative  A as  the  Selected  Alternative  because  Alternative  A does  not 
meet  the  purpose  and  need  for  meeting  current  public  demand  for  access  to  remote 
locations  on  the  Juneau  Icefield.  I recognize  that,  without  the  authorization  of  special  use 
permits  for  landings  on  the  icefield,  flightseeing  could  occur  up  to  the  levels  of 
public  demand. 

Alternatives  B through  H would  allow  various  levels  of  commercial  landing  tours  on  the 
Juneau  Icefield.  The  associated  flight  paths  and  altitudes,  for  the  most  part,  are  outside 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  Forest  Service.  The  FAA  and  airspace  users  manage  the  routes  and 
altitudes  used.  The  guiding  documents  and  agreements  between  the  affected  parties  are 
based  on  the  May  10,  1999,  VLOA  between  helicopter  operators  and  the  Juneau  ATCT 
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(FAA,  1999).  In  addition,  the  VLOA  between  the  Flight  Standards  Office  and  Juneau 
airspace  users  is  assumed  to  apply  through  2006  (refer  to  Chapter  1,  under  the  heading 
Federal  Aviation  Administration). 

Alternative  B-Reduce  Icefield  Landings  to  1994  Actual  Use  Level 

Alternative  B (see  FEIS  Figure  2-2)  best  represents  the  citizens  who  want  to  reduce  the 
number  of  helicopter  landing  tours  on  the  Juneau  Icefield.  Under  this  alternative,  special 
use  permits  could  be  approved  through  2007.  This  alternative  would  incrementally 
reduce  the  current  authorized  use  level  of  19,039  landings  to  the  1994  actual  use  level  of 
1 1 ,88 1 1 . The  number  of  authorized  landings  would  decrease  an  average  of  9 percent  each 
year,  as  shown  in  Table  3. 


Table  3.  Authorized  Maximum  Number  of  Landings  Each  Year-Alternative  B 

2003  2004  2005  2006  2007 

Number  of  landings  authorized  17,325  15,766  14,347  13,056  11,881 

% change  (from  previous  year)1  -9  -9  -9  -9  -9 

Average  number  of  landings  per  day2 163  149  135  123  112 

1 2003  shows  % change  from  landings  authorized  in  1999,  2000,  2001,  and  2002  (19,039  landings). 

2 Based  on  a 106-day  season.  May  1 to  September  30:  no  operations  on  weekends  or  holidays. 


Landings  would  be  authorized  between  8:30  a.m.  and  6:00  p.m.,  5 days  a week  from  early 
May  through  late  September.  Saturdays,  Sundays,  holidays  (Memorial  Day,  Independence 
Day,  and  Labor  Day),  and  evenings  from  6:00  p.m.  to  8:00  p.m.  would  be  quieter  than 
currently.  Flight  paths  and  landing  sites  would  remain  generally  the  same  as  those  currently 
used.  All  flights  would  maintain  a minimum  distance  of  1 ,500  feet  from  mountain  goats, 
moose,  wolves,  and  bears  where  feasible.  The  proposed  combination  helicopter  and  fixed- 
wing  tour  with  landings  at  the  base  of  Antler  Glacier  and  on  Antler  Glacier  Lake,  as  well  as 
other  areas  north  to  the  Haines/Juneau  Borough  line,  would  not  be  allowed.  No  motorized 
snow  vehicle  use  would  be  authorized  on  the  icefield  in  any  of  the  LUDs. 

All  operations  would  maintain  a minimum  0.5-mile  landing  distance  from  the  end  of  the 
West  Glacier  Trail  and  a minimum  1-mile  landing  distance  buffer  from  the  end  of  the 
Herbert  Glacier  Trail,  as  shown  on  FEIS  Figure  2-3.  These  trail  end  buffers,  which  do 
not  exist  under  the  existing  special  use  permits,  would  create  a no-landing  zone  to  reduce 
recreationists ’ exposure  to  noise  when  they  have  reached  their  trail-end  destination. 

This  alternative  is  intended  to  address  issues  raised  in  prior  environmental  analysis  and 
appeals  related  to  noise  and  visual  disturbance  to  residents  and  ground-based  recreation 
users,  and  impacts  to  wildlife,  by  imposing  the  following  restrictions  not  contained  in  the 
current  permits: 

• Reducing  the  number  of  authorized  landings  from  the  1999  authorized  use  level 
of  19,039 

• Limiting  landings  to  weekdays  only  in  the  existing  area  of  operations  and 
allowing  no  landings  on  the  three  major  holidays 

• Limiting  the  hours  landings  could  occur  to  between  8:30  a.m.  and  6:00  p.m..  the 
shortest  operating  day  of  any  of  the  alternatives 

• Not  authorizing  motorized  snow  vehicle  tours  at  any  location  on  the  icefield 


Although  the  number  of  actual  landings  was  reported  as  1 1.647  in  the  1995  EIS.  actual  use  data  showed  the 
number  of  landings  to  be  1 1 .88 1 . Subsequent  Forest  Service  reports  recalculated  the  actual  use  level  to  be 
1 1.793  landings;  however,  the  FEIS  and  ROD  use  the  1994  values  reported  in  the  Draft  EIS  (1 1,881). 
Reporting  and  tracking  procedures  for  numbers  of  landings  were  not  consistent  during  1994. 
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• Not  authorizing  landings  within  the  trail  buffers  (0.5  mile  at  West  Glacier  Trail; 

1 mile  at  Herbert  Glacier  Trail) 

I did  not  choose  Alternative  B as  the  Selected  Alternative  because,  although  it  would  lead 
to  decreased  impacts  to  residents  and  on-the-ground  forest  users,  it  would  not  meet  the 
purpose  and  need  by  meeting  public  demand  for  quality,  outfitter-guided  services  that 
provide  safe  helicopter  access  to  remote  locations  on  the  Juneau  Icefield.  Public  demand 
is  greater  than  the  level  of  use  considered  under  Alternative  B. 

The  proposed  trail  end  buffers  in  Alternative  B would  be  difficult  to  implement,  therefore 
I have  decided  to  not  include  this  component  in  the  Selected  Alternative.  Mitigating 
noise  impacts  to  recreationists  at  the  trail  ends  will  be  considered  in  the  Prospectus  and 
Bid  process  (see  FEIS  Appendix  D). 

I have  decided  that  restrictions  on  hours  and  days  of  operation  would  create  too  much 
restriction  of  public  access  to  National  Forest  System  land. 

Alternative  C-Limit  Icefield  Landings  to  1999  Actual  Use  Level 

Under  this  alternative  (see  FEIS  Figure  2-2),  special  use  permits  could  be  approved 
through  2007.  This  alternative  would  hold  the  authorized  landings  at  the  1999  actual  use 
level  of  16,706,  with  added  day  restrictions,  as  shown  in  Table  4. 

Landings  would  be  authorized  between  8:30  a.m.  and  8:00  p.m.,  6 days  a week  from  early 
May  through  late  September.  Landings  would  not  occur  on  Sunday  and  major  holidays  (i.e., 
Memorial  Day,  Independence  Day,  and  Labor  Day).  Flight  paths  and  landing  sites  would 
remain  generally  the  same  as  currently  used.  All  flights  would  maintain  a minimum  distance 
of  1,500  feet  from  mountain  goats,  moose,  wolves,  and  bears  where  feasible.  The  proposed 
helicopter  and  fixed-wing  tour  with  landings  at  Antler  Glacier  Lake,  as  well  as  other  new 
areas  north  to  the  Haines/Juneau  Borough  line,  would  not  be  allowed.  No  motorized  snow 
vehicle  use  would  be  authorized  on  the  icefield. 


Table  4.  Authorized  Maximum  Number  of  Landings  Each  Year-Alternative  C 

2003  2004  2005  2006  2007 

Number  of  landings  authorized  16,706  16,706  16,706  16,706  16,706 

% change  (from  previous  year)1  0 0 0 0 0 

Average  number  of  landings  per  day2  128  128  128  128  128 

1 2003  shows  % change  from  actual  landings  in  1999  (16,706  landings). 

2 Based  on  a 128-day  season,  May  1 to  September  30;  no  operations  on  one  day  a week  and  holidays. 


All  operations  would  maintain  a minimum  0.5-mile  landing  distance  from  the  end  of  the 
West  Glacier  Trail  and  a minimum  1-mile  landing  distance  buffer  from  the  end  of  the 
Herbert  Glacier  Trail,  as  shown  on  FEIS  Figure  2-3.  These  trail  end  buffers,  which  do 
not  exist  under  the  existing  special  use  permits,  would  create  a no-landing  zone  to  reduce 
recreationists ’ exposure  to  noise  when  they  have  reached  their  trail-end  destination. 

This  alternative  is  intended  to  address  issues  raised  in  prior  environmental  analysis  and 
appeals  related  to  noise  and  visual  disturbance  to  residents  and  ground-based  recreation 
users,  and  impacts  to  wildlife,  by  imposing  the  following  restrictions  not  contained  in  the 
current  permits: 

• Reducing  by  approximately  12  percent  the  number  of  authorized  landings  from 
the  1999  authorized  use  level  of  19,039  landings 

• Limiting  landings  to  6 days  a week  in  the  existing  area  of  operations  and 
allowing  no  landings  on  the  three  major  holidays 
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• Not  authorizing  motorized  snow  vehicle  tours  at  any  location  on  the  icefield 

• Not  authorizing  landings  within  the  trail  buffers  (0.5  mile  at  West  Glacier  Trail; 

1 mile  at  Herbert  Glacier  Trail) 

I have  not  chosen  Alternative  C as  the  Selected  Alternative.  Although  it  would  authorize 
landings  at  recent  demand  levels,  Alternative  C would  not  meet  the  projected  5 percent 
annual  increase  in  demand.  While  this  would  not  increase  impacts  to  people  and 
resources,  it  would  also  not  provide  for  the  appropriate  balance  of  forest  uses  by  meeting 
projected  demand  for  the  tours. 

The  proposed  trail  end  buffers  in  Alternative  C would  be  difficult  to  implement,  therefore 
I have  decided  to  not  include  this  component  in  the  Selected  Alternative.  Mitigating 
noise  impacts  to  recreationists  at  the  trail  ends  will  be  considered  in  the  Prospectus  and 
Bid  process  (see  FEIS  Appendix  D). 

I have  decided  that  restrictions  on  the  days  of  operation  per  week  would  create  too  much 
restriction  of  public  access  to  National  Forest  System  land. 

Alternative  D-Limit  Icefield  Landings  to  1999  Authorized  Level 

Special  use  permits  could  be  approved  through  2007  under  this  alternative  (see  FEIS 
Figure  2-4).  It  would  limit  helicopter  tour  landings  to  the  existing  authorized  level  of 
19,039,  with  limited  new  locations  and  day  restrictions,  as  shown  in  Table  5. 

Table  5.  Authorized  Maximum  Number  of  Landings  Each  Year-Alternative  D 

2003  2004  2005  2006  2007 

Number  of  landings  authorized  19,039  19,039  19,039  19,039  19,039 

% change  (from  previous  year)1  0 0 0 0 0 

Average  number  of  landings  per  day2 149  149  149  149  149 

1 2003  shows  % change  from  1999,  2000,  2001,  and  2002  authorized  landings  (19,039  landings). 

: Based  on  a 128-day  season.  May  1 to  September  30;  no  operations  on  one  day  a week  and  holidays. 

Landings  would  be  authorized  between  8:30  a.m.  and  8:00  p.m.,  6 days  a week  from  early 
May  through  late  September  in  the  existing  areas  of  operation,  and  5 days  a week  in  the 
new  areas.  Flight  paths  would  remain  generally  the  same  as  currently  used,  although  new 
flight  paths  to  new  landing  areas  would  also  be  used.  Landings  would  not  be  allowed  on 
Sunday  and  major  holidays  (i.e.,  Memorial  Day,  Independence  Day,  and  Labor  Day)  in 
the  existing  areas.  Landing  tours  in  new  areas  north  to  the  Haines/Juneau  Borough  line 
would  be  allowed,  but  only  on  weekdays.  All  flights  would  maintain  a minimum  distance 
of  1,500  feet  from  mountain  goats,  moose,  wolves,  swans,  and  bears  in  the  existing  areas 
of  operation  and  a minimum  distance  of  1 mile  in  the  new  areas  where  feasible. 

Motorized  snow  vehicle  use  could  be  authorized  on  the  icefield  in  the  Semi-Remote 
Recreation  LUD  only. 

All  operations  would  maintain  a minimum  0.5-mile  landing  distance  from  the  end  of  the 
West  Glacier  Trail  and  a minimum  1-mile  landing  distance  buffer  from  the  end  of  the 
Herbert  Glacier  Trail,  as  shown  on  FEIS  Figure  2-3.  These  trail  end  buffers,  which  do 
not  exist  under  the  existing  special  use  permits,  would  create  a no-landing  zone  to  reduce 
recreationists ’ exposure  to  noise  when  they  have  reached  their  trail-end  destination. 

This  alternative  is  intended  to  address  issues  raised  in  prior  environmental  analysis  and 
appeals  related  to  noise  and  visual  disturbance  to  residents  and  ground-based  recreation 
users,  and  impacts  to  wildlife,  by  imposing  the  following  restrictions  not  contained  in  the 
current  permits: 
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• Limiting  landing  tours  to  6 days  a week  in  the  existing  areas  of  operation,  and 
allowing  none  on  the  three  major  holidays 

• Limiting  landings  to  weekdays  only  and  allowing  none  on  the  three  major 
holidays  for  the  new  areas  of  operation,  including  Antler  Glacier  and  other  areas 
north  to  the  Haines/Juneau  Borough  line 

• Establishing  a minimum  1-mile  buffer  from  wildlife  in  new  areas  of  operation 

• Not  authorizing  motorized  snow  vehicle  tours  in  Remote  Recreation  LUDs 

• Not  authorizing  landings  within  the  trail  buffers  (0.5  mile  at  West  Glacier  Trail; 

1 mile  at  Herbert  Glacier  Trail) 

I have  not  chosen  Alternative  D as  the  Selected  Alternative  because,  like  Alternative  C, 
Alternative  D would  authorize  landings  near  recent  demand  levels  but  would  not  meet  the 
projected  5 percent  annual  increase  in  demand.  While  this  would  not  increase  impacts  to 
people  and  resources,  it  would  also  not  provide  for  an  appropriate  balance  of  forest  uses 
by  meeting  projected  demand  for  tours.  Alternative  D would  also  allow  landings,  and  the 
associated  noise  impact,  in  new  areas  north  to  the  Haines/Juneau  Borough  line,  an  area  of 
the  icefield  that  currently  has  no  commercial  glacier  tour  landings. 

I have  chosen  to  not  incorporate  the  motorized  snow  vehicle  tours  component  of 
Alternative  D into  the  Selected  Alternative,  as  it  could  adversely  affect  the  recreation 
experience  for  all  users  on  the  icefield.  Noise  generated  by  snow  machines  would  be 
noticeable  on  the  open  icefield  environment  more  so  than  in  a forested  environment  where 
vegetation  buffers  the  engine  sounds.  It  is  my  decision  to  maintain  the  recreation 
experience  as  non-motorized  on  the  Juneau  Icefield. 

The  proposed  trail  end  buffers  component  in  Alternative  D would  be  difficult  to 
implement,  therefore  I have  decided  to  not  include  this  component  in  the  Selected 
Alternative.  Mitigating  noise  impacts  to  recreationists  at  the  trail  ends  will  be  considered 
in  the  Prospectus  and  Bid  process  (see  FEIS  Appendix  D). 

Alternative  E-Proposed  Action 

Special  use  permits  could  be  approved  through  2007  under  this  alternative  (see  FEIS 
Figure  2-5),  which  would  limit  helicopter  tour  landings  to  the  existing  authorized  level  of 
19,039,  with  limited  new  locations  and  day  restrictions,  as  shown  in  Table  6. 


Table  6.  Authorized  Maximum  Number  of  Landings  Each  Year-Alternative  E 

2003  2004  2005  2006  2007 

Number  of  landings  authorized  19,039  19,039  19,039  19,039  19,039 

% change  (from  previous  year)1  0 0 0 0 0 

Average  number  of  landings  per  day2 124  124  124  124  124 

1 2003  shows  % change  from  1999,  2000,  2001,  and  2002  authorized  use  (19,039  landings). 

" Based  on  a 153-day  season.  May  1 to  September  30. 

Landings  in  the  existing  operating  areas  would  be  authorized  between  8:30  a.m.  and  8:00 
p.m.,  7 days  a week  from  May  1 through  the  end  of  September  and  5 days  per  week 
(Monday  through  Friday)  in  the  new  areas.  Flight  paths  would  remain  generally  the  same 
as  currently  used,  although  new  flight  paths  to  new  landing  areas  would  also  be  used.  The 
combination  helicopter  and  fixed-wing  tour  with  landings  at  Antler  Glacier  Lake  would 
be  allowed.  All  flights  would  maintain  a minimum  distance  of  1,500  feet  from  mountain 
goats,  moose,  wolves,  swans,  and  bears  in  existing  areas  of  operations  and  0.5  mile  in  the 
new  areas,  except  for  the  combination  fixed-wing  and  helicopter  tour  to  Antler  Glacier 
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Lake,  where  both  the  fixed-wing  and  helicopter  landings  would  be  within  the  minimum 
wildlife  buffer.2  Motorized  snow  vehicle  use  could  be  authorized  on  the  icefield  in  areas 
with  a LUD  of  Semi-Remote  Recreation. 

All  operations  would  maintain  a minimum  0.5-mile  landing  distance  from  the  end  of  the 
West  Glacier  Trail  and  a minimum  1-mile  landing  distance  buffer  from  the  end  of  the 
Herbert  Glacier  Trail,  as  shown  on  Figure  2-3  of  the  FEIS.  These  trail  end  buffers,  which 
do  not  exist  under  the  existing  special  use  permits,  would  create  a no-landing  zone  to 
reduce  recreationists ’ exposure  to  noise  when  they  have  reached  their  trail-end 
destination.  Commercial  tours  would  be  allowed  to  land  within  these  buffers  before 
June  1 of  the  current  operating  season  if  snow  conditions  prohibit  safe  landings  on  the 
upper  portions  of  the  glaciers  where  landings  have  been  authorized. 

This  alternative  is  intended  to  address  issues  raised  in  prior  environmental  analysis  and 
appeals  related  to  noise  and  visual  disturbance  to  residents  and  ground-based  recreation 
users,  and  impacts  to  wildlife,  by  imposing  the  following  restrictions  not  contained  in  the 
current  permits: 

• Limiting  landings  to  weekdays  only  and  allowing  none  on  the  three  major 
holidays  for  the  new  areas  of  operation,  including  Antler  Glacier  Lake  and  other 
areas  north  to  the  Haines/Juneau  Borough  line 

• Establishing  a minimum  0.5-mile  wildlife  resource  buffer  in  new  areas  of 
operation,  with  the  exception  of  landings  at  Antler  Glacier  Lake 

• Not  authorizing  motorized  snow  vehicle  tours  in  Remote  Recreation  LUDs 

• Not  authorizing  landings  on  Eagle  Glacier  or  Death  Valley 

• Not  authorizing  landings  within  the  trail  end  buffers  on  Herbert  Glacier  Trail  or 
West  Glacier  Trail  except  as  necessary  during  the  early  part  of  the  season  when 
snow  and  ice  conditions  higher  up  on  these  two  glaciers  prohibit  safe  landings 

I have  not  chosen  Alternative  E as  the  Selected  Alternative  because,  like  Alternatives  C 
and  D,  Alternative  E would  authorize  landings  near  recent  demand  levels  but  would  fall 
below  projected  demand.  While  this  would  not  increase  impacts  to  people  and  resources, 
it  would  also  not  provide  for  an  appropriate  balance  of  forest  uses  by  meeting  projected 
demand  for  tours.  Alternative  E would  also  allow  landings,  and  the  associated  noise 
impact,  in  new  areas  north  to  the  Haines/Juneau  Borough  line,  an  area  of  the  icefield  that 
currently  has  no  commercial  glacier  tour  landings.  It  would  allow  snow  vehicle  use  in 
Semi-Remote  Recreation  LUDs,  expanding  the  impact  of  noise  to  those  areas.  The 
Selected  Alternative  would  not  expand  use  to  the  area  north  to  the  Haines/Juneau 
Borough  line,  and  would  also  not  expand  noise  impacts  by  allowing  snow  vehicle  use  in 
Semi-Remote  Recreation  LUDs. 

I have  chosen  to  not  incorporate  the  motorized  snow  vehicle  tours  component  of 
Alternative  E into  the  Selected  Alternative,  as  it  would  adversely  affect  the  recreation 
experience  for  all  users  on  the  icefield.  Noise  generated  by  snow  machines  would  be 
noticeable  on  the  open  icefield  environment  more  so  than  in  a forested  environment  where 
vegetation  buffers  the  engine  sounds.  It  is  my  decision  to  maintain  the  recreation 
experience  as  non-motorized  on  the  Juneau  Icefield. 


2 

At  the  time  that  the  Proposed  Action  was  published  in  the  Federal  Register  (February  1999),  the  Antler  Glacier  Lake 
proposal  had  not  been  explored  thoroughly  enough  to  determine  the  distance  between  wildlife  habitat  and  the  proposed 
flight  paths  and  associated  landings.  Further  analysis  has  revealed  that  the  Antler  Glacier  Lake  proposal  does  not  meet 
the  minimum  wildlife  buffer  requirements  identified  in  the  Forest  Plan,  nor  does  it  meet  the  more  restrictive  wildlife 
buffer  requirement  identified  in  this  alternative.  For  analytical  purposes,  however,  and  to  retain  all  of  the  items 
proposed  for  review  in  the  Federal  Register  notice,  the  Antler  Glacier  Lake  proposal  is  included  in  Alternative  E.  and 
the  impacts  are  disclosed  in  FEIS  Chapter  4,  Environmental  Consequences. 
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The  proposed  trail  end  buffers  in  Alternative  E would  be  difficult  to  implement,  therefore 
I have  decided  to  not  include  this  component  in  the  Selected  Alternative.  Mitigating  noise 
impacts  to  recreationists  at  the  trail  ends  will  be  considered  into  the  Prospectus  and  Bid 
process  (see  FEIS  Appendix  D). 

Alternative  F-Increase  Authorized  Icefield  Landings  5 Percent  Annually, 
with  New  Locations 

This  alternative  (see  FEIS  Figure  2-6)  parallels  the  estimated  growth  in  cruise  ship 
passengers  to  Juneau,  based  on  the  Juneau  Convention  and  Visitors  Bureau  1999  report 
and  personal  communications  with  the  JCVB  (2001a,  2001b,  2001c).  With  this 
alternative,  special  use  permits  could  be  approved  through  2007.  This  alternative  would 
authorize  an  increase  in  the  number  of  helicopter  landings  to  24,299  by  the  fifth  year  of 
operations.  This  is  approximately  a 5 percent  increase  each  year  from  the  1999-2002 
annual  authorized  level  of  19,039,  as  shown  in  Table  7. 


Table  7.  Authorized  Maximum  Number  of  Landings  Each  Year 

-Alternative  F 

2003 

2004 

2005 

2006 

2007 

Number  of  landings  authorized 

19,991 

20,990 

22,040  23,142 

24,299 

% change  (from  previous  year)1 

+5 

+5 

+5 

+5 

+5 

Average  number  of  landings  per  day2 

131 

137 

144 

151 

158 

1 2003  shows  % change  from  1999,  2000,  2001,  and  2002  authorized  use  (19,039  landings). 

2 Based  on  a 153-day  season.  May  1 to  September  30 

Landings  would  be  authorized  between  8:30  a.m.  and  8:00  p.m.,  7 days  a week  from  early 
May  through  late  September  in  the  existing  operating  areas.  Flight  paths  would  remain 
generally  the  same  as  currently  used,  although  new  flight  paths  to  new  landing  areas 
would  also  be  used.  All  flights  would  maintain  a minimum  distance  of  1,500  feet  from 
mountain  goats,  moose,  wolves,  swans,  and  bears  in  existing  areas  of  operations  and  a 
0.5-mile  distance  in  new  areas,  where  feasible.  The  proposed  tour  allowing  snow  vehicles 
on  the  icefield  would  be  allowed  in  areas  with  a LUD  of  Semi-Remote  Recreation.  The 
helicopter  tours  with  landings  on  Eagle  Glacier  and  in  Death  Valley,  and  landing  tours  in 
areas  north  to  the  Haines/Juneau  Borough  line  would  be  allowed  7 days  a week. 

All  operations  would  maintain  a minimum  0.5-mile  landing  distance  from  the  end  of  the 
West  Glacier  Trail  and  a minimum  1-mile  landing  distance  buffer  from  the  ends  of  the 
Herbert  Glacier  and  Eagle  Glacier  trails,  as  shown  on  Figure  2-3  of  the  FEIS.  These  trail 
end  buffers,  which  do  not  exist  under  the  existing  special  use  permits,  would  create  a no- 
landing zone  to  reduce  recreationists’  exposure  to  noise  when  they  have  reached  their 
trail-end  destination.  Commercial  tours  would  be  allowed  to  land  within  these  buffers 
before  June  1 of  the  current  operating  season  if  snow  conditions  prohibit  safe  landings  on 
the  upper  portions  of  the  glaciers  where  landings  have  been  authorized. 

This  alternative  would  respond  to  the  helicopter  tour  companies’  requests  for  increased 
landings  and  landings  in  new  areas.  It  addresses  the  issues  of  noise  and  visual  disturbance 
to  residents,  ground-based  recreation  users,  and  wildlife  by  imposing  the  same  restrictions 
that  are  currently  in  the  special  use  authorizations,  with  the  addition  of: 

• Establishing  a minimum  0.5-mile  wildlife  resource  buffer  in  new  areas  of  operation 

• Establishing  trail  end  buffers  for  landings  at  Herbert  Glacier,  West  Glacier,  and 
Eagle  Glacier  trails,  where  landings  would  be  prohibited  except  as  necessary 
during  the  early  part  of  the  season  when  snow  and  ice  conditions  higher  on  the 
glaciers  would  prevent  safe  landings 

• Not  authorizing  motorized  snow  vehicle  tours  in  Remote  Recreation  LUDs 
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I did  not  select  Alternative  F because  it  would  allow  increased  noise  impacts  to  residents 
in  the  immediate  future.  Alternative  F does  not  address  noise  impacts  to  residents 
because  it  does  not  allow  time  for  the  expected  development  of  satellite  heliports  before 
authorizing  an  increase  in  landings.  While  there  would  be  no  direct  safety  hazards  from 
the  sound  generated  from  the  increased  flights,  the  annoyance  level  would  increase.  This 
alternative  would  also  allow  landings  in  new  areas,  including  the  area  north  to  the 
Haines/Juneau  Borough  line,  Eagle  Glacier,  and  Death  Valley.  This  would  increase 
impacts  to  recreation  visitors  by  allowing  commercial  glacier  tour  landings  in  areas  where 
none  are  currently  authorized.  It  would  also  allow  snow  vehicle  use  in  Semi-Remote 
Recreation  LUDs,  expanding  the  impact  of  noise  to  those  areas.  I have  included  one  new 
area,  Death  Valley,  in  the  Selected  Alternative  in  order  to  provide  some  additional  access 
to  National  Forest  System  land. 

I have  chosen  to  not  incorporate  the  motorized  snow  vehicle  tours  component  of 
Alternative  F into  the  Selected  Alternative,  as  it  would  adversely  affect  the  recreation 
experience  for  all  users  on  the  icefield.  Noise  generated  by  snow  machines  would  be 
noticeable  on  the  open  icefield  environment  more  so  than  in  a forested  environment  where 
vegetation  buffers  the  engine  sounds.  It  is  my  decision  to  maintain  the  recreation 
experience  as  non-motorized  on  the  Juneau  Icefield. 

The  proposed  trail  end  buffers  in  Alternative  F would  be  difficult  to  implement,  therefore 
I have  decided  to  not  include  this  component  of  Alternative  F in  the  Selected  Alternative. 
Noise  impacts  to  recreationists  at  the  trail  ends  will  be  incorporated  into  the  Prospectus 
and  Bid  process  (see  FEIS  Appendix  D). 

Alternative  G-Increase  Authorized  Icefield  Landings  10  Percent  Annually, 
with  New  Locations 

This  alternative  (see  FEIS  Figure  2-7)  best  represents  the  requests  from  the  helicopter 
companies  that  conduct  icefield-landing  tours.  With  this  alternative,  special  use  permits 
could  be  approved  through  2007.  This  alternative  would  authorize  an  increase  in  the 
number  of  helicopter  landings  to  30,662  by  the  fifth  year  of  operations.  This  is 
approximately  a 10  percent  increase  each  year  from  the  1999-2002  annual  authorized 
level  of  19,039,  as  shown  in  Table  8. 


Table  8.  Authorized  Maximum  Number  of  Landings  Each  Year-Alternative  G 

2003  2004  2005  2006  2007 

Number  of  landings  authorized  20,943  23,037  25,341  27,875  30,662 

% change  (from  previous  year)1  +10  +10  +10  +10  +10 

Average  number  of  landings  per  day2 139  151  166  182  200 

1 2003  shows  % change  from  1999,  2000,  2001,  and  2002  authorized  use  (19,039  landings). 

2 Based  on  a 153-day  season.  May  1 to  September  30. 


Landings  would  be  authorized  between  8:30  a.m.  and  8:00  p.m.,  7 days  a week  from  early 
May  through  late  September.  Flight  paths  would  remain  generally  the  same  as  those 
currently  used,  although  new  flight  paths  to  new  landing  areas  would  also  be  used.  All 
flights  would  maintain  a distance  of  1,500  feet  from  mountain  goats,  moose,  wolves,  swans, 
and  bears  in  all  areas,  where  feasible.  The  proposed  tour  allowing  snow  vehicles  on  the 
icefield  would  be  allowed  in  Remote  and  Semi-Remote  Recreation  LUDs.  All  helicopter 
tours  with  landings  in  new  areas  north  to  the  Haines/Juneau  Borough  line,  as  well  as  new 
landing  tours  at  Eagle  Glacier  and  Death  Valley,  would  be  allowed  7 days  a week. 

This  alternative  is  intended  to  address  issues  raised  in  prior  environmental  analysis  and 
appeals  related  to  noise  and  visual  disturbance  to  residents  and  ground-based  recreation 
users,  and  impacts  to  wildlife,  by  maintaining  restrictions  contained  in  the  current  permits. 
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Table  9.  Alternatives 
Component 

Alternative  A 
No  Action 

Alternative  B 
(FEIS  Figure  2-2) 

Alternative  C 
(FEIS  Figure  2-2) 

Alternative  D 
(FEIS  Figure  2-4) 

Alternative  E 
Proposed  Action 
(FEIS  Figure  2-5) 

Alternative  F 
(FEIS  Figure  2-61 

Alternative  G 
(FEIS  Figure  2-7) 

Alternative  H 
Preferred  Alternative 

Description 

No  authorized  landings, 
with  no  flight  restrictions 

Reduce  icefield  landings  9% 
annually  from  1 999  authorized 
to  1994  actual  use  level,  with 
time  and  day  restrictions 

Limit  icefield  landings 
to  1999  actual  use  level, 
with  some  day 
restrictions 

Limit  icefield  landings  to  1999 
authorized  use  level,  with  limited 
new  locations  and  some  day 
restrictions 

No  increase  from  1999  authorized 
use  level,  with  limited  new 
locations  and  some  day 
restrictions 

Increase  authorized  icefield 
landings  5%  annually  from  1999 
authorized  use  level,  with 
new  locations 

Increase  authorized  icefield 
landings  10%  annually  from 
1 999  authorized  use  level, 
with  new  locations 

Limit  icefield  landings 
to  2002  authorized  use 
level  in  2003  and  2004, 
then  increase  authorized 

icefield  landings  5% 
annually,  with  one  new 
location 


Number  of  landings 
(by  2007) 

None 

11,881 

16,706 

19,039 

19,039 

24,229 

30,662 

22,040 

Hours  landings  can  occur 

None 

8:30  a.m.  to  6:00  p.m. 

8:30  a.m.  to  8:00  p.m. 

8:30  a.m.  to  8:00  p.m. 

8:30  a.m.  to  8:00  p.m. 

8:30  a.m.  to  8:00  p.m. 

8:30  a.m.  to  8:00  p.m. 

8:30  a.m.  to  8:00  p.m. 

Days  per  week  landings 
can  occur 

None 

5 

6 

6 in  existing  areas, 
5 in  new  areas 

7 in  existing  areas, 
5 in  new  areas 

7 in  existing  areas, 
7 in  new  areas 

7 in  existing  areas, 
7 in  new  areas 

7 in  existing  areas, 
7 in  new  areas 

Days  per  season  landings 
are  allowed1 

No  limits 

106 

128 

128 

153 

153 

153 

153 

Average#  of  landings  per  None 
day  (by  2007) 

112 

131 

149 

124 

158 

200 

144 

Landing  locations 

None 

Same  as  now;  no  new  areas 

Same  as  now;  no  new 
areas 

Addition  of  new  areas  north  of 
1995  EIS  area 

Addition  of  new  areas  north  of 
1995  EIS  area 

Addition  of  Eagle  Glacier,  Death 
Valley,  and  new  areas  north  of 
1995  EIS  area 

Addition  of  Eagle  Glacier, 
Death  Valley,  and  new  areas 
north  of  1995  EIS  area 

Addition  of  Death 
Valley 

Flight  paths 

No  limits 

Same  as  now 

Same  as  now 

Same  as  now  with  addition  of 
new  areas 

Same  as  now  with  addition  of 
new  areas 

Same  as  now  with  addition  of 
new  areas 

Same  as  now  with  addition  of  Same  as  now  with 
new  areas  addition  of  new  areas 

Distance  from  wildlife 

No  limits 

1,500  feet 

1,500  feet 

1,500  feet  in  existing  areas;  1 mile 
in  new  areas 

1,500  feet  in  existing  areas,  0.5 
mile  in  new  areas,  except  for 
Antler  Glacier  Lake 

1 ,500  feet  in  existing  areas; 
0.5  mile  in  new  areas 

1 ,500  feet  in  all  areas 

1,500  feet  in  all  areas 

Trail  end  buffers 

None 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes,  with  some  exceptions  for 
safety  in  the  early  season,  at 
Herbert  Glacier  Trail  and  West 
Glacier  Trail 

Yes,  with  some  exceptions  for 
safety  in  the  early  season,  at 
Herbert  Glacier  Trail,  Eagle 
Glacier  Trail,  and  West  Glacier 
Trail 

No 

No 

Motorized  snow  vehicle 
tours 

None 

None 

None 

In  Semi-Remote  Recreation  LUD 

In  Semi-Remote  Recreation  LUD 

In  Semi-Remote  Recreation  LUD 

In  Semi-Remote  and  Remote 
Recreation  LUDs 

None 

Expanded  area  north  to 
the  Haines/Juneau 
Borough  line 

No 

No 

No 

Yes,  new  areas  weekdays  only 

Yes,  new  areas  weekdays  only 

Yes 

Yes 

No 

Eagle  Glacier  and  Death 
Valley  landings 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

Yes 

Yes 

Death  Valley  only 

Antler  Glacier  Lake 
landings 

No 

No 

No 

No 

Yes 

No 

No 

No 

Consistent  with  Forest 
Plan 

No 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

1 Primary  use  season:  May  1 - September  30,  a 

total  of  153  probable  days  of  operation.  Note  that  use  may  occur  during  the  shoulder  season,  prior  to  May  1 and  after  September  30. 

■ 
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I did  not  select  Alternative  G because  it  would  allow  increased  noise  impacts  to  residents  in 
the  immediate  future.  Alternative  G does  not  allow  time  for  the  expected  development  of 
satellite  heliports  before  authorizing  an  increase  in  landings.  Alternative  G would  exceed 
the  projected  demand  for  tours,  leading  to  an  84  percent  increase  in  the  number  of  landings 
in  2007.  While  there  would  be  no  direct  safety  hazards  from  the  sound  generated  from  the 
increased  flights,  the  annoyance  level  would  increase.  This  alternative  has  the  greatest 
potential  for  adverse  impacts  to  wildlife  and  on-the-ground  recreationists  because  flights 
would  likely  be  over  areas  that  currently  have  few  or  no  commercial  icefield  landing  tour 
flights.  This  alternative  would  also  allow  landings,  and  the  associated  noise  impact,  in  areas 
of  the  icefield  that  currently  have  no  commercial  icefield  tour  landings,  including  the  area 
north  to  the  Haines/Juneau  Borough  line.  Eagle  Glacier,  and  Death  Valley.  It  would  also 
allow  snow  vehicle  use  in  Semi-Remote  Recreation  LUDs,  expanding  the  impact  of  noise 
to  those  areas.  I have  included  one  new  area,  Death  Valley,  in  the  Preferred  Alternative  in 
order  to  provide  some  additional  access  to  National  Forest  System  land,  but  have  not 
authorized  snow  machine  use  on  the  icefield  as  part  of  the  Preferred  Alternative. 

I have  chosen  to  not  incorporate  the  motorized  snow  vehicle  tours  component  of 
Alternative  G into  the  Selected  Alternative,  as  it  would  adversely  affect  the  recreation 
experience  for  all  users  on  the  icefield.  Noise  generated  by  snow  machines  would  be 
noticeable  on  the  open  icefield  environment  more  so  than  in  a forested  environment  where 
vegetation  buffers  the  engine  sounds.  It  is  my  decision  to  maintain  the  recreation 
experience  as  non-motorized  on  the  Juneau  Icefield. 

Alternative  H-Preferred  Alternative 

Alternative  H,  the  Selected  Alternative,  is  described  on  pages  2 through  16  of  this  ROD. 


Environmentally  Preferred  Alternative 

Alternative  A — No  Action  is  the  environmentally  preferred  alternative.  The  definition  of 
environmentally  preferred  is  the  alternative  that  causes  the  least  damage  to  the  biological 
and  physical  environment,  and  which  best  protects,  preserves,  and  enhances  historic, 
cultural,  and  natural  resources.  Of  the  action  alternatives,  Alternative  B is  the 
environmentally  preferred  alternative  because  it  would  involve  the  least  number  of 
landings,  and  hence  the  least  amount  of  noise  and  the  least  noise  impact  on  residents,  on- 
the-ground  recreationists,  and  wildlife. 


Planning  Record 

The  planning  record  for  this  project  includes  the  DEIS,  FEIS,  Forest  Plan,  Alaska 
Regional  Guide,  materials  incorporated  by  reference,  and  materials  produced  during  the 
environmental  analysis  of  this  project.  The  planning  record  is  available  for  review  at  the 
Juneau  Ranger  District.  A copy  of  the  entire  planning  record  is  also  available  on  CD. 
Planning  record  CDs  can  be  provided  by  the  Juneau  Ranger  District. 


Mitigation 

Mitigation  measures  are  prescribed  to  avoid,  reduce,  minimize,  or  eliminate  the  adverse 
effects  of  actions.  These  measures  were  applied  in  the  development  of  the  project 
alternatives,  including  the  Selected  Alternative.  The  Mitigation  Measures  section  of 
Chapter  2 and  Appendix  B of  the  FEIS  describe  mitigation  measures  that  are  designed  to 
ensure  that  all  practicable  means  have  been  adopted  to  avoid  or  minimize  potential 
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environmental  impacts  from  the  Selected  Alternative  during  the  term  of  the  special  use 
permits.  These  measures  are  adopted  as  part  of  this  decision  and  will  be  implemented. 

Monitoring 

A monitoring  program  is  the  process  by  which  the  Forest  Service  can  evaluate  whether  the 
resource  management  objectives  of  the  final  environmental  documents  have  been 
implemented  as  specified  and  whether  the  steps  identified  for  mitigating  the 
environmental  effects  were  effective.  Project-level  monitoring  is  discussed  in  Chapter  2 
of  the  FEIS.  This  monitoring  program  is  part  of  this  decision  and  will  be  implemented. 

The  Forest  Service  will  conduct  monitoring  activities  to  determine  whether  the  mitigating 
measures  described  in  Chapter  2 of  the  FEIS  are  effective  and  meet  the  intent  of  the  special 
use  permit  stipulations.  Monitoring  activities  will  include  field  observations  at  and  near 
Forest  Service  trails,  Forest  Service  cabins,  and  wildlife  areas.  The  Forest  Service  also  will 
conduct  on-site  inspections  of  the  permitted  outfitter  guided  activities  on  the  Juneau 
Icefield.  Comments  provided  by  Juneau  residents  and  Tongass  National  Forest  users  will 
be  reviewed  as  part  of  the  monitoring  program. 

If  the  Forest  Service  finds  the  mitigating  measures  are  not  effective  in  their  intent, 
additional  requirements,  limitations,  or  more  mitigating  measures  may  be  developed  and 
incorporated  as  stipulations  to  the  commercial  use  permit  authorizations.  All  operators  will 
be  asked  to  report  observations  of  mountain  goats,  brown  and  black  bears,  moose,  wolves, 
and  wolverines  to  the  Forest  Service  by  November  1 of  the  operating  year.  All  operators 
will  be  asked  to  report  to  the  US  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  (USFWS)  office  and  the  Forest 
Service  any  eagle  nests  found  that  are  not  indicated  on  Figure  2-9  of  the  FEIS. 

Some  elements  of  the  monitoring  program  will  be  incorporated  into  the  Prospectus  and 
Bid  system  to  be  implemented  in  2003.  If  monitoring  activities  reveal  results  that  deviate 
from  planned  effects,  corrective  actions  may  be  prescribed  through  the  Prospectus  and  Bid 
system.  The  Juneau  District  Ranger  is  responsible  for  ensuring  that  project 
implementation,  mitigation,  monitoring,  and  enforcement  are  accomplished  as  specified  in 
the  FEIS. 


Findings  Required  by  Law 

This  decision  is  consistent  with  the  Tongass  Land  and  Resource  Management  Plan.  The 
Forest  Plan  provides  the  land  management  direction  for  the  Tongass  National  Forest. 
Forest  Plan  LUDs  for  the  project  area  are  displayed  on  Figure  1-4  of  the  FEIS.  These 
LUDs  and  the  corresponding  management  prescriptions  direct  what,  where,  and  how 
much  proposed  activity  the  Forest  Service  can  authorize. 

The  Forest  Plan  contains  many  forest-wide  standards  and  guidelines  that  apply  to  all 
LUDs  on  the  National  Forest  System  land.  Chapter  4 of  the  Forest  Plan  addresses  these 
specific  standards  and  guidelines  for  recreation  and  tourism;  threatened,  endangered,  and 
sensitive  species;  and  wildlife  habitat  planning  as  they  apply  to  protection  and 
management  of  different  forest  resources.  These  forest-wide  standards  and  guidelines  are 
used  in  conjunction  with  the  additional  standards  and  guidelines  included  within  each 
management  prescription  for  individual  LUDs.  All  authorized  activities  must  be 
consistent  with  the  Forest  Plan. 

The  FEIS  summarizes  the  forest-wide  standards  and  guidelines  as  they  apply  to  the 
proposed  helicopter  landing  activities  in  Chapter  1 under  the  heading  Management 
Direction.  The  full  text  of  the  standards  and  guidelines  appears  in  Appendix  B of 
the  FEIS. 
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National  Forest 
Management  Act 


Endangered  Species  Act 
of  1973  (as  reauthorized 
in  1988) 


Marine  Mammal 
Protection  Act  of  1972 


The  Bald  and  Golden 
Eagle  Protection  Act  of 
1940  (as  amended) 


Fish  and  Wildlife 
Coordination  Act  of 
1934  (16  USDF  66, 
et  seq.) 


National  Forest  Management  Act  (NFMA)  implementing  regulations  require  that  all 
undeveloped  areas  that  are  of  sufficient  size  to  make  practicable  their  conservation  and 
use  in  an  unimpaired  condition  must  be  evaluated  for  Recommended  Wilderness 
designation  during  a Forest  Plan  revision  (36  Code  of  Federal  Regulations  [CFR] 

219.27).  The  SEIS  to  the  1997  Tongass  Land  Management  Plan  Revision  EIS  is 
currently  being  prepared  to  complete  this  evaluation. 

The  project  area  for  the  EIS  encompasses,  but  is  not  completely  inclusive  of,  inventoried 
Roadless  Areas  301,  302,  305,  310,  and  313  (refer  to  Figure  3-1  and  Chapter  3 in  the 
FEIS  for  Roadless  Area  descriptions).  FSM  1920  and  FSH  1909.12  provide  policy  and 
guidelines  for  management  of  these  areas  and  state  that  a roadless  area  being  evaluated, 
and  ultimately  recommended  for  Wilderness  or  wilderness  study,  is  not  available  for  any 
use  or  activity  that  may  reduce  the  area’s  wilderness  potential.  Activities  currently 
permitted  may  continue,  pending  designation,  if  the  activities  do  not  compromise 
wilderness  values  of  the  roadless  area.  The  actions  authorized  by  this  decision  will  not 
change  the  roadless  character  of  this  area  nor  will  it  compromise  wilderness  values  of  the 
roadless  area.  Any  actions  authorized  by  this  decision  could  be  terminated,  temporary 
structures  removed,  and  the  landing  areas  would  revert  to  a pre-activity  condition  (FEIS, 
Chapter  4,  Introduction ; see  also  FEIS  Appendix  E,  Response  to  C-2). 

Actions  authorized  in  the  Selected  Alternative  are  not  anticipated  to  have  a direct, 
indirect,  or  cumulative  effect  on  any  threatened  or  endangered  species.  The  USFWS  and 
National  Marine  Fisheries  Service  (NMFS)  administer  the  Endangered  Species  Act 
(ESA),  as  reauthorized  in  1988.  The  Forest  Service  has  consulted  with  USFWS  regarding 
terrestrial  threatened  or  endangered  species  and  with  NMFS  regarding  marine  threatened 
or  endangered  species  that  might  be  affected  by  proposed  activities  associated  with  the 
helicopter  landing  tours  on  the  Juneau  Icefield.  Both  agencies  concur  that  the  actions 
authorized  by  the  Selected  Alternative  are  not  anticipated  to  have  a direct,  indirect,  or 
cumulative  effect  on  any  threatened  or  endangered  species. 

Actions  authorized  in  the  Selected  Alternative  are  not  anticipated  to  have  a direct, 
indirect,  or  cumulative  effect  on  marine  mammals.  NMFS  administers  the  Marine 
Mammal  Protection  Act  (MMPA),  which  prohibits  the  “take”  of  all  marine  mammal 
species  in  U.S.  waters.  “Take”  is  defined  as:  “to  harass,  hunt,  capture,  or  kill,  or  attempt 
to  harass,  hunt,  capture,  or  kill  any  marine  mammal.”  Harassment  is  defined  in  the 
MMPA  as  “any  act  of  pursuit,  torment,  or  annoyance  which  has  the  potential  to  injure  a 
marine  mammal  or  marine  mammal  stock  in  the  wild;  or  has  the  potential  to  disturb  a 
marine  mammal  stock  in  the  wild  by  causing  disruption  of  behavioral  patterns,  including, 
but  not  limited  to,  migration,  breathing,  nursing,  breeding,  feeding,  or  sheltering.” 

The  Selected  Alternative  is  not  anticipated  to  have  a significant  direct,  indirect,  or 
cumulative  effect  on  any  bald  eagle  habitat.  Administered  by  USFWS,  the  Bald  Eagle 
Protection  Act  of  1940,  as  amended,  makes  it  unlawful  to  import,  export,  take,  sell, 
purchase,  or  barter  any  bald  eagle  or  golden  eagle,  their  parts,  products,  nests,  or  eggs. 
“Take”  includes  pursuing,  shooting,  poisoning,  wounding,  killing,  capturing,  trapping, 
collecting,  molesting,  or  disturbing  the  eagles. 

This  decision  is  consistent  with  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Coordination  Act,  which  requires 
federal  agencies  to  solicit  comments  from  USFWS  and  ADF&G  regarding  the  impacts  on 
fish  and  wildlife  resources  and  measures  to  mitigate  these  impacts.  It  requires  that  fish 
and  wildlife  resources  receive  equal  consideration  to  other  project  features. 
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Alaska  National  Interest 
Lands  Conservation 
Act  Section  810, 
Subsistence  Evaluation 
and  Finding 

Coastal  Zone 
Management  Act  of  1972 
(as  amended) 


This  decision  is  consistent  with  the  Alaska  National  Interest  Lands  Conservation  Act, 
which  requires  that  the  effects  of  this  project  be  evaluated  to  determine  potential  effects 
on  subsistence  opportunities  and  resources.  That  evaluation  has  been  made,  and  no 
potential  impacts  were  identified  (Forest  Service,  2001). 


This  decision  does  not  require  a consistency  determination  with  the  Coastal  Zone 
Management  Act,  which  requires  the  Forest  Service,  when  conducting  or  authorizing 
activities  or  undertaking  development  directly  affecting  the  coastal  zone,  to  ensure  that 
the  activities  or  development  be  consistent  with  the  approved  Alaska  Coastal 
Management  Program  to  the  maximum  extent  practicable.  In  accordance  with  Section 
302  of  the  “Memorandum  of  Understanding  between  the  State  of  Alaska  and  the  USDA 
Forest  Service,  Alaska  Region,  on  Coastal  Zone  Management  Act/Alaska  Coastal 
Management  Program  Consistency  Reviews”  (FS  Agreement  No.  OOMOU-1 1 1001-026, 
effective  March  2,  2000),  this  project  falls  into  a category  of  permitting  actions  that  does 
not  require  a consistency  determination. 


National  Historic 
Preservation  Act  of  1966 


I have  determined  that  there  will  be  no  significant  effects  on  heritage  resources.  The 
Forest  Service  program  for  compliance  with  the  National  Historic  Preservation  Act 
includes  locating,  inventorying,  and  nominating  all  cultural  sites  that  may  be  directly  or 
indirectly  affected  by  the  scheduled  activities.  No  cultural  site  survey  is  required  on 
snowfields  and  icefields  per  the  programmatic  agreement  between  the  Forest  Service,  the 
State  Historic  Preservation  Officer,  and  the  Advisory  Committee.  If  any  historic, 
prehistoric,  or  paleontological  objects  or  sites  are  discovered  during  the  helicopter 
landing  tours  and  associated  activities,  the  outfitter/guide  must  notify  the  Forest  Service. 
Items  of  historic,  prehistoric,  or  paleontological  value  are  protected  under  various  federal 
laws,  including  the  Antiquities  Act  of  1906  (16  USC  433),  the  Archeological  Resources 
Protection  Act  of  1979  (16  USC  470ee),  and  federal  regulations. 


Flood  Plain  Management 
(EO  11988),  Protection 
of  Wetlands  (EO  11990), 
and  Environmental 
Justice  (EO  12898) 


These  Executive  Orders  (EOs)  include  specific  factors  that  all  federal  agencies  must 
consider  before  implementing  activities  on  federal  lands.  The  Selected  Alternative  does 
not  modify  any  floodplains  or  wetlands.  I have  also  determined  that  implementation  of 
the  Selected  Alternative  will  not  cause  adverse  health  or  environmental  effects  that 
disproportionately  affect  minority  and  low-income  populations. 


Implementation  Process 

Implementation  of  decisions  made  by  the  Juneau  District  Ranger,  which  are  subject  to 
appeal  pursuant  to  36  CFR  part  215,  may  occur  on,  but  not  before,  five  (5)  business  days 
after  the  close  of  the  appeal  filing  period.  The  appeal  filing  period  closes  forty-five  (45) 
days  after  publication  of  legal  notice  of  this  decision  in  the  Juneau  Empire  newspaper, 
published  in  Juneau,  Alaska. 


Procedure  for  Changes  During  Implementation 

Proposed  changes  to  the  authorized  project  actions  will  be  subject  to  the  requirements  of 
the  NEPA  and  other  laws  concerning  such  changes. 

In  determining  whether  and  what  kind  of  NEPA  action  is  required,  the  District  Ranger 
will  consider  the  criteria  set  forth  in  40  CFR  1502.9(c),  and  FSH  1909.15,  sec.  18,  for 
determining  whether  to  supplement  an  existing  EIS.  In  particular,  the  District  Ranger  will 
determine  whether  the  proposed  change  is  a substantial  change  to  the  Selected  Alternative 
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as  planned  and  already  approved,  and  whether  the  change  is  relevant  to  environmental 
concerns.  Connected  or  interrelated  proposed  changes  regarding  particular  areas  of 
specific  activities  will  be  considered  together  in  making  this  determination.  The 
cumulative  impacts  of  these  changes  will  also  be  considered. 

Most  minor  changes  will  not  present  sufficient  potential  impacts  to  require  any 
specific  documentation  or  other  action  to  comply  with  applicable  laws.  Some  minor 
changes  may  still  require  appropriate  analysis  and  documentation  to  comply  with 
FSH  1909.15,  sec.  18. 


This  decision  is  subject  to  administrative  review  (appeal)  pursuant  to  36  CFR  Part  215.  A 
written  notice  of  appeal  must  be  filed  with  the  Appeal  Deciding  Officer: 


The  Notice  of  Appeal  must  be  filed  within  forty-five  (45)  days  of  publication  of  notice  of 
this  decision  in  the  Juneau  Empire. 

In  accordance  with  36  CFR  Section  215.14,  it  is  the  responsibility  of  those  who  appeal  a 
decision  to  provide  the  Appeal  Deciding  Officer  sufficient  evidence  and  rationale  to 
show  why  the  Responsible  Official’s  decision  should  be  remanded  or  reversed.  The 
written  notice  of  appeal  filed  must  meet  the  following  requirements: 

1 . State  that  the  document  is  a Notice  of  Appeal  filed  pursuant  to  36  CFR  part  215. 

2.  List  the  name,  address,  and  telephone  number  of  appellant; 

3.  Identify  the  decision  document  by  title  and  subject,  date  of  the  decision,  and 
name  and  title  of  the  Responsible  Official; 

4.  Identify  the  specific  change(s)  in  the  decision  that  the  appellant  seeks  or  portion 
of  the  decision  to  which  the  appellant  objects; 

5.  State  how  the  Responsible  Official’s  decision  fails  to  consider  comments 
previously  provided  and,  if  applicable,  how  the  appellant  believes  the  decision 
violates  law,  regulation,  or  policy  and,  if  applicable,  specifically  how  the  decision 
violates  the  law,  regulation,  or  policy. 

For  additional  information  concerning  this  decision,  contact  Laurie  Thorpe,  Special  Use 
Permit  Administrator,  Juneau  Ranger  District,  8465  Old  Dairy  Road,  Juneau,  AK,  99801, 
or  call  (907)  790-7439. 


Right  to  Appeal  or  Administrative  Review 


Regional  Forester,  Alaska  Region 
U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture,  Forest  Service 


P.O.  Box  21628 
Juneau,  Alaska  99802-1628 


District  Ranger 
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Abstract: 


The  Forest  Service  is  proposing  to  approve  special  use  permits  for 
commercial  helicopter  companies  that  land  on  the  Juneau  Icefield, 
through  2007,  limiting  the  number  of  landings  to  the  existing 
authorized  level  of  19,039,  with  limited  new  landing  locations  and 
restrictions  on  the  number  of  days  per  week  that  landings  are  allowed. 
This  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement  describes  the  effects  of 
the  Proposed  Action,  the  No-Action  Alternative,  and  six  action 
alternatives.  The  significant  issues  addressed  by  the  alternatives  and 
the  EIS  include:  1)  noise  impacts  to  residents,  2)  noise  impacts  to 
recreationists,  3)  impacts  to  wildlife,  and  4)  impacts  in  new  areas. 
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Purpose  and  Need 


Introduction 

Located  near  Juneau,  Alaska,  in  the  coast  range  mountains  of  the  Tongass  National  Forest, 
the  Juneau  Icefield  (Figure  1-1)  is  the  fifth  largest  icefield  in  North  America.  The  icefield 
blankets  more  than  1,500  square  miles  of  land  and  stretches  nearly  100  miles  north  to  south 
and  45  miles  east  to  west.  Many  small  glaciers  and  at  least  40  larger  valley  glaciers  feed 
from  this  icefield.  Snow  and  ice  depths  have  been  estimated  to  range  from  800  to  more 
than  4,500  feet. 

The  1997  Tongass  Land  and  Resource  Management  Plan  (TLRMP),  hereafter  referred  to 
as  the  “Forest  Plan,”  is  one  of  the  primary  tools  that  provides  guidance  on  managing 
recreation  and  tourism  developments  in  the  Tongass  National  Forest. 

The  Juneau  Ranger  District  has  received  applications  from  four  helicopter  companies  that 
want  to  provide  commercial  helicopter  landing  tours  on  and  immediately  next  to  the 
Juneau  Icefield.  TEMSCO  Helicopters,  Inc.  (TEMSCO),  Coastal  Helicopters,  Inc. 
(Coastal),  Era  Helicopters,  Inc.  (Era),  and  NorthStar  Trekking,  Inc  (NorthStar)  want  the 
United  States  Department  of  Agriculture  (USD  A)  Forest  Service  to  reissue  the  special  use 
permits  under  which  they  currently  operate  and  to  permit  an  increase  in  helicopter 
landings.  All  four  of  these  permits  were  to  expire  December  31,  2000,  but  were  extended 
to  cover  the  2001  tourist  season. 

The  study  area  addressed  in  this  environmental  impact  statement  (EIS)  is  defined  on 
Figure  1-2,  Requested  Flight  Routes  and  Icefield  Landing  Sites.  It  includes  the  same  area 
analyzed  in  the  previous  EIS,  prepared  in  1995  (Forest  Service,  1995),  with  the  following 
changes:  the  area  north  of  Gilkey  Glacier  up  to  the  Haines/Juneau  Borough  line  has  been 
added,  Douglas  Island  has  been  added,  and  Wright  Glacier  (northeast  of  Taku  Inlet)  has 
been  deleted.  Impacts  addressed  in  this  EIS  include  both  impacts  on  the  icefield  and 
impacts  on  people  and  wildlife  exposed  to  noise  associated  with  the  helicopter  tours. 

The  proposed  helicopter  access  activities  being  analyzed  in  this  EIS  are  primarily 
tourism-based,  summer  season  (May  to  September)  activities,  which  include  the 
following: 

• Icefield  landing  tours 

• Icefield  dogsled  mushing 

• Icefield  hiking 

• Icefield  trekking 

• Icefield  Nordic  skiing  tours 

• Mechanized  snow  vehicle  expeditions  on  the  icefield 

• The  helicopter  flightseeing  and  icefield  landing  tour  portions  of  trips  that  are 
combined  with  a float  plane  transfer  at  Antler  Glacier  Lake 
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Purpose  and  Need  I 

The  duration  of  these  icefield  activities  ranges  from  a few  hours  to  several  days,  including 
overnight  camping  in  temporary  facilities.  Figure  1-2  indicates  sites  where  overnight 
camps  or  other  minor  developments  have  been  requested  (refer  to  the  Glossary  in  Chapter 
5 for  the  definition  of  minor  development  and  other  terms  used  in  this  EIS). 

This  analysis  involves  only  commercial  helicopter  landings  and  associated  activities  that 
have  been  proposed  to  occur  on  the  actual  icefield,  on  the  snow  and  ice  surface  of  the 
glaciers,  during  the  summer  tourism  season  (May  to  September).  These  proposed 
activities  and  their  potential  impacts  are  the  focus  of  this  EIS. 

Several  other  types  of  commercial  helicopter-access  activities  have  been  proposed,  but 
are  not  addressed  in  detail  in  this  EIS.  Rather,  they  are  addressed  in  Chapter  4 under  the 
heading  Cumulative  Effects.  Activities  in  this  category  include  non-icefield  helicopter 
landing  tours  and  associated  activities  (e.g.,  helicopter-access  alpine  trekking  and 
camping,  rock  climbing,  interpretive  mining  tours  adjacent  to  Herbert  Glacier,  and  other 
activities  that  are  accessed  by  helicopter  but  do  not  take  place  on  the  snow  or  ice  surface 
of  the  Juneau  Icefield,  but  rather  on  the  adjacent  land  forms  and  alpine  terrain).  These 
non-snow  and  ice  surface  activities  are  not  currently  authorized  and  will  be  considered  in 
future  analyses  under  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA). 


Background 

The  number  of  commercial  helicopter  landing  tours  on  the  Juneau  Icefield  has  grown 
somewhat  proportionately  with  the  increase  in  cruise  ship  passengers  to  Juneau  over  the 
last  15  years.  According  to  Juneau  Convention  and  Visitors  Bureau  (JCVB)  statistics 
(JCVB,  1999),  the  number  of  cruise  ship  passengers  increased  an  average  of  10  percent 
annually  between  1982  and  1999.  The  number  of  icefield  landings  has  grown  an  average 
of  9 percent  each  year,  while  the  number  of  service  days  (the  number  of  helicopter  tour 
passengers)  has  averaged  a 12  percent  annual  growth.  Appendix  A provides  additional 
data  concerning  the  growth  in  both  cruise  ship  passengers  and  landing  tour  participants. 

Almost  all  of  the  helicopter  landing  tour  participants  are  cruise  ship  passengers  (see 
Chapter  3 for  additional  discussion).  Of  690,000  cruise  ship  passengers  visiting  Juneau  in 
2001  (JCVB,  2001a),  88,960,  or  13  percent,  participated  in  icefield  helicopter  landing 
tour  activities.  Table  1-1  displays  the  number  of  landings  used  by  each  of  the  authorized 
helicopter  companies  for  the  past  8 years.  In  2001,  the  88,960  tour  participants  were 
accommodated  with  17,783  landings. 

The  following  discussion  highlights  the  history  of  NEPA  analysis  and  NEPA  documents 
that  has  governed  the  issuance  of  special  use  permits  to  the  commercial  helicopter  tour 
operators  and  has  set  limits  on  operations.  Administrative  reviews  and  subsequent  special 
use  permit  authorizations  were  based  on  requests  from  tour  providers  to  meet  the  demand 
for  public  tours  to  National  Forest  System  (NFS)  lands  beginning  in  1984. 

1984  to  1986 

From  1984  to  1986,  temporary  (annually  issued)  permits  for  commercial  helicopter 
landing  tours  were  considered  to  have  no  significant  environmental  impacts.  Because  of 
this  finding,  the  permits  were  authorized  under  the  NEPA  Categorical  Exclusion  analysis. 

In  1989,  the  two  companies  under  permit  (TEMSCO  and  Era)  were  authorized  increased 
use  on  Mendenhall  Glacier  and  Norris  Glacier.  A letter  to  TEMSCO,  signed  March  29, 
1989,  authorized  an  increase  of  10,000  service  days  for  Mendenhall  Glacier,  bringing  the 
total  to  30,000  service  days.  A decision  memo,  signed  July  27,  1989,  authorized  the 
issuance  of  a multiyear  permit  to  Era,  with  use  capped  at  the  1987  EA  level.  All  permits 
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Table  1-1.  Total  Number  of  Icefield  Landings  by  Company  - Actual  Landings, 


1994-2001 


Company 

19941 

1995 

1996 

1997 

1998 

1999 

2000 

2001 

TEMSCO 

7,736 

7,106 

7,986 

8,318 

8,231 

8,252 

8,290 

8,493 

Coastal 

54 

122 

356 

731 

913 

710 

585 

997 

Era 

4,003 

3,193 

4,399 

5,445 

5,990 

6,475 

6,185 

6,488 

NorthStar 

821 

1,269 

1,523 

1,805 

Total  Landings 

11,793 

10,421 

12,741 

14,494 

15,959 

16,706 

16,583 

17,783 

Total  Service 

61,898 

55,818 

65,770 

75,547 

84,623 

85,174 

85,531 

88,960 

Days 


Although  the  1995  EIS  reports  the  actual  number  of  landings  in  1994  at  1 1,647  and  the  2001  DEIS  reports 
the  actual  number  of  landings  at  1 1,881,  the  Forest  Service  Actual  Use  Report  shows  the  figures  listed  here. 
Discrepancies  are  the  result  of  inconsistent  reporting  and  tracking  procedures  before  1997. 


from  that  time  forward  to  1995  were  issued  under  the  conditions  of  the  1987  decision 
notice  (DN)  and  the  1989  letter  and  decision  memo. 

A new  EA  was  completed  in  1992,  but  the  decision  was  appealed  and  reversed. 
Subsequent  permits  were  issued  under  the  conditions  of  the  1987  DN. 


1987  to  1994 

An  environmental  assessment  (EA)  was  completed  in  1987,  and  the  resulting  decision, 
signed  March  9,  1987,  established  management  guidelines  for  helicopter  landing  tour  use 
of  the  Juneau  Icefield.  The  DN  and  finding  of  no  significant  impact  (FONSI)  defined  the 
following  10  zones  of  the  Juneau  Icefield,  as  shown  in  Figure  1-3. 


1. 

Gilkey  Glacier 

6. 

Death  Valley 

2 

Eagle  Glacier 

7. 

Norris  Glacier 

3. 

Herbert  Glacier 

8. 

Taku  Glacier 

4. 

Mendenhall  Glacier 

9. 

Twin  Glacier 

5. 

Lemon  Glacier 

10. 

Flight  path 

Zones  1 0 north  and  1 0 south  were  designated  as  flight  path  zones.  Landings  were 
prohibited  at  Eagle  Glacier  (zone  2),  Death  Valley  (zone  6),  and  Twin  Glacier  (zone  9) 
primarily  in  response  to  public  concern  to  maintain  “helicopter  landing  free  zones”  for 
backcountry  icefield  enthusiasts  who  did  not  access  the  icefield  by  helicopter.  Landings 
were  allocated  to  each  of  the  other  six  zones.  Most  landings  during  this  period,  and 
subsequently,  were  on  the  Mendenhall  (zone  4)  and  Norris  (zone  7)  glaciers. 

Mendenhall  and  Norris  were  identified  as  the  “high  volume”  zones,  with  use  capped  at 
20,000  service  days  each,  where  a service  day  is  defined  as  a day  or  part  of  a day  on  NFS 
land  for  which  an  outfitter  or  guide  provides  goods  or  services,  including  transportation, 
to  a client.  The  remaining  zones,  Herbert,  Gilkey,  Lemon  and  Taku,  were  “low  volume” 
zones  at  3,000  service  days  each. 
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1995  to  1999 

An  EIS  addressing  helicopter  landing  tours  and  icefield  activities  within  the  study 
boundary,  shown  on  Figure  1-2,  was  completed  during  1994.  This  analysis  used  the  same 
zones  identified  in  the  1987  EA  to  evaluate  use  levels,  but  changed  the  unit  of  measure 
from  number  of  service  days  to  number  of  landings.  On  March  17,  1995,  the  record  of 
decision  (ROD)  for  the  1995  Helicopter  Glacier  Tours  Final  EIS  was  signed.  Five 
appeals  were  filed.  The  NEPA  decision  was  upheld  on  four  of  the  appeals.  On  the  fifth 
appeal,  the  part  of  the  decision  that  authorized  issuance  of  permits  to  specific  companies 
was  reversed,  but  the  portion  stipulating  the  maximum  numbers  of  landings  to  be 
authorized  was  affirmed.  Special  use  permits  were  issued  to  three  helicopter  companies, 
TEMSCO,  Era,  and  Coastal,  within  the  limits  identified  in  the  1995  ROD.  The  1995 
decision  allowed  gradual  increases  in  the  number  of  landings  from  1995  through  1997, 
then  capped  the  authorized  number  of  landings  at  19,039  from  1997  through  1999. 

In  1997,  the  helicopter  companies  began  working  in  partnership  with  other  outfitters  and 
guides  to  offer  participatory  activities  in  conjunction  with  the  helicopter  icefield  landing 
tours.  It  began  with  guided  dogsled  mushing  on  the  icefield  in  1997  and  has  grown  to 
include  guided  snow  and  ice  trekking.  These  tour  options  have  been  very  popular  with 
cruise  ship  passengers,  and  interest  in  providing  more  participatory  activities  has  grown. 
The  additional  landings  needed  for  the  mobilization,  maintenance,  and  demobilization  of 
these  activities  have  been  within  the  maximum  number  of  landings  allowed  in  the  1 995 
ROD. 

Until  1998,  the  number  of  landings  allocated  to  the  three  tour  companies  was  less  than  the 
maximum  allowed  under  the  1995  ROD  (19,039).  In  1998,  a fourth  company,  NorthStar, 
asked  for  the  1,787  remaining  landings  that  were  not  allocated  to  other  companies.  All 
19,039  landings  have  been  allocated  annually  since  then. 

In  August  1999,  the  Forest  Service  amended  three  of  the  four  special  use  permits  for 
commercial  helicopter  landings  on  the  Juneau  Icefield  to  allow  pilots  to  divert 
commercial  tours  to  alternate  landing  sites  when  there  are  adverse  weather  or  snow 
conditions  that  could  compromise  the  safety  of  pilots  and  visitors.  The  total  number  of 
landings  in  the  existing  permit  authorizations  could  not  be  increased,  and  operators  were 
expected  to  use  substantially  similar  routes  when  diverting  to  alternate  landing  sites  to 
avoid  shifting  impacts  and  to  avoid  conflicts  with  other  operators.  This  amendment  has 
been  carried  forth  with  the  subsequent  permit  amendments  each  year  for  continued 
operations. 

Based  on  annual  reports  required  from  each  company,  the  actual  number  of  landings 
from  1998  to  1999  averaged  85  percent  (16,269)  of  the  allocated  landings  (19,039). 

2000  and  2001 

On  December  22,  1999,  the  four  special  use  permits  were  extended  for  an  additional  year, 
expiring  December  31,  2000.  On  November  17,  2000,  these  permits  were  extended  for  a 
second  year,  expiring  December  31,  2001,  under  the  conditions  and  limitations  in  the 
1995  ROD  (19,039  landings). 

Activities  currently  being  offered  for  the  2001  season  include  helicopter  flightseeing  tours 
combined  with  the  following: 

• Landing  tours  where  clients  are  outfitted  and  guided  to  walk,  photograph,  hike  or 
trek  on,  and  explore  the  glacial  environment 

• Landing  tours  combined  with  a dogsled  tour 
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The  majority  of  these  tours  range  from  2 to  4 hours  including  the  flightseeing  part  of  the 
tour;  a very  few  are  overnight,  1-  to  3-day  treks. 


Purpose  and  Need 

The  purpose  and  need  for  the  Proposed  Action  are  to  meet  public  demand  for  quality, 
outfitter-guided  services  that  provide  safe  helicopter  access  to  remote  locations  on  the 
Juneau  Icefield.  Meeting  this  demand  includes  providing  for  visitor  safety  and  an 
appropriate  balance  between  commercial,  guided  recreation  opportunities  and 
noncommercial,  nonguided  recreation  opportunities  while  minimizing  impacts  to  people 
and  resources. 

The  Forest  Plan  contains  goals  and  objectives  for  management  of  NFS  land.  Activities 
associated  with  the  Proposed  Action  are  located  within  areas  that  have  been  assigned 
three  different  land  use  designations  (LUDs):  Remote  Recreation,  Semi-Remote 
Recreation,  and  LUD  II.  Figure  1-4  shows  these  and  other  LUDs  in  the  vicinity  of  the 
Proposed  Action. 

Management  prescriptions  for  the  three  LUDs  incorporate  the  recreation  and  tourism 
forest-wide  standards  and  guidelines  for  management  of  major  and  minor  recreation 
special  uses.  These  management  prescriptions  direct  Forest  Service  managers  to  do  the 
following: 

Work  with  recreation  service  partners  and  the  tourism  industry  in  identifying  and 
developing  services  and  opportunities  ...  that  supplement  the  use  and  enjoyment 
of  the  national  forests  by  a variety  of  people.  . . . authorize  commercial 
recreational  developments  and  services  where  there  is  a public  need,  and  no 
private  lands  are  available  or  suitable  for  development. 

The  popularity  of  helicopter  flightseeing  and  icefield  expeditions  has  been  documented  in 
a recent  survey  by  Crystal  Cruises  (Crystal  Cruises,  2001).  Of  the  19,000  respondents  to 
the  2000  post-cruise  survey,  the  shore  tours  in  Alaska  earned  the  highest  ratings  of  its 
worldwide  programs.  The  company’s  press  release  cites  Adam  Leavitt,  Crystal  Cruises’ 
senior  vice-president  for  marketing,  as  follows:  “All  of  our  excursions  in  other 
destinations  win  high  marks  from  our  guests,  but  the  Alaska  tours  consistently  rate  above 
all  others.  This  is  particularly  noteworthy  given  that  our  summer  Alaska  cruises  carry 
guests  of  such  a wide  age  range,  from  young  children  to  seniors,  and  of  varying  fitness 
levels.” 

Although  Alaska  cruises  make  up  only  about  15  percent  of  the  company’s  sailings, 
Crystal’s  top  five  highest-rated  tours  were  all  Juneau-based  activities;  four  of  the  top  five 
included  helicopter  icefield  tours. 

1 . Helicopter  Glacier  Trek  (Juneau) 

2.  Hike  and  Float  the  Chilkoot  Trail  (Juneau) 

3.  Pilot's  Choice  Glacier  Explorer  by  Helicopter  (Juneau) 

4.  Mendenhall  Glacier  Helicopter  Adventure  (Juneau) 

5.  Champagne  & Glaciers  by  Helicopter  (Juneau) 

6.  Tatoosh  Island  Sea  Kayaking  Adventure  (Ketchikan) 

7.  Chilkoot  Trail  and  Glacier  Helicopter  Flightseeing  (Skagway) 

8.  Taku  Glacier  Lodge  by  Floatplane  (Juneau) 
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9.  Misty  Fjords  Seaplane  Exploration  (Ketchikan) 

10.  Historical  Sitka  and  Nature  Walk  (Sitka) 

In  a 1999  Helicopter  Access  Customer  Survey,  32  percent  of  helicopter  passengers  felt 
their  tour  did  not  have  an  environmental  impact  (McDowell  Group,  Inc.,  1999).  Of  this 
group,  66  percent  thought  they  were  informed  or  very  informed  about  global 
environmental  issues.  When  asked  if  the  number  of  helicopter  glacier  landing  permits 
should  increase,  maintain  the  same,  or  decrease,  18  percent  said  they  should  increase,  2 
percent  said  they  should  decrease,  and  80  percent  said  they  should  be  maintained  at 
current  levels.  The  survey  also  revealed  that  78  percent  of  the  tour  participants  felt  the 
experience  of  being  in  a helicopter  greatly  contributed  to  their  decision  to  take  a tour, 
compared  to  97,  93,  and  73  percent  who  listed  scenic  viewing,  landing  on  a glacier,  and 
glacier  activities  as  important  to  their  decision  to  take  a tour,  respectively.  Of  note,  74 
percent  of  the  passengers  did  not  know  they  would  be  visiting  the  Tongass  National 
Forest  before  taking  the  tour.  Participants  first  became  interested  in  an  Alaskan  glacier 
experience  through  marketing  efforts  by  the  cruise  ship  (40  percent)  and  on  the 
recommendation  by  friends  or  relatives  (40  percent). 


Proposed  Action 

The  Forest  Service  proposes  to  authorize  commercial  helicopter  landing  tours  on  the 
Juneau  Icefield  from  2003  through  2007  as  described  below.  The  authorizations  would 
involve  one  or  more  special  use  permits  for  a total  maximum  allocation  of  19,039 
landings.  Unlike  the  actions  authorized  under  the  1995  Helicopter  Glacier  Tours  EIS 
(1995  EIS),  this  Proposed  Action  does  not  allocate  landings  by  zone.  Allocations  and 
distribution  of  the  limited  number  of  landings  would  be  made  through  a prospectus  and 
bid  award  process,  which  will  follow  issuance  of  the  ROD. 

Another  change  from  the  1995  EIS  is  the  definition  of  the  season  covered  by  permits.  In 
the  1995  EIS  for  helicopter  landing  tours  on  the  Juneau  Icefield,  the  primary  use  season 
was  identified  as  May  15  through  September  15.  This  definition  of  the  primary  use 
season  took  into  account  the  capacities  of  the  sites  and  the  time  period  during  which 
visitor  numbers  are  high  enough  to  adversely  affect  the  visitor  recreation  experience, 
natural  resources,  or  the  community.  As  noted  earlier,  the  majority  of  clients  participating 
in  the  helicopter  landing  tours  are  cruise  ship  passengers.  The  cruise  ship  schedules 
indicate  that  May  1 is  now  the  traditional  “first  cruise  ship  arrival”  day,  and  that  a 
growing  number  of  ships  arrive  during  the  last  half  of  September.  Considering  this  trend, 
the  primary  use  season  for  this  EIS  will  be  inclusive  of  May  1 through  September  30. 

The  proposed  helicopter  landing  tours  would  consist  of  30-  to  90-minute  flightseeing  tours 
in  a helicopter  from  a heliport  near  sea  level  to  a glacier  in  the  Juneau  Icefield.  The 
helicopter  would  land  so  passengers  could  walk  near  the  helicopter  on  the  glacier 
accompanied  by  a guide  describing  glacial  phenomena.  Longer,  multi-day  tours  with 
participative  activities  in  the  icefield  environment  are  proposed  as  well.  Some  of  the  tour 
companies  that  transport  large  numbers  of  passengers  minimize  helicopter  costs  by  dropping 
off  new  passengers  on  the  icefield  and  immediately  loading  earlier  passengers  for  the  return 
trip  to  the  heliport.  Most  tours  are  offered  between  May  and  September.  The  landing  sites 
and  probable  flight  routes  being  considered  for  the  Proposed  Action  are  shown  on 
Figure  1-5. 

While  commercial  landing  tours  on  the  Juneau  Icefield  itself  fall  under  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  Forest  Service,  helicopter  flight  activities  and  the  nonlanding  aspects  of  the  tours  fall 
under  the  jurisdiction  of  other  agencies.  These  agencies  include  the  Federal  Aviation 
Administration  (FAA),  City  and  Borough  of  Juneau  (CBJ),  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 
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(USFWS),  National  Marine  Fisheries  Service  (NMFS),  and  Alaska  Department  of  Fish  and 
Game  (ADF&G).  These  jurisdictions  are  described  under  the  heading  Laws,  Statutes,  and 
Ordinances  later  in  this  chapter. 

Because  only  a limited  number  of  existing  helibases  are  available  in  the  Juneau  area, 
activities  described  as  part  of  the  Proposed  Action  assume  that  permittees  will  operate  from 
helibases  and  use  flight  paths  similar  to  those  used  during  the  2001  operating  season. 

Figure  1-5  displays  the  flight  routes  and  landing  sites  for  all  of  the  activities  associated  with 
the  Proposed  Action.  The  A-Star  helicopter,  which  can  carry  up  to  six  passengers  and  one 
pilot,  is  the  aircraft  currently  preferred  by  tour  companies  because  of  its  carrying  capacity 
and  quiet  technology.  Until  more  advanced  technology  becomes  available  and  affordable,  it 
is  likely  that  the  A-Star  will  continue  to  be  the  most  widely  used  helicopter. 

Helicopter  tour  companies  could  operate  out  of  any  of  five  existing  different  helibase 
locations: 

1 . TEMSCO’s  helibase  is  at  the  northeast  end  of  the  Juneau  Airport  runway. 

2.  Coastal’s  helibase  is  near  the  midpoint  of  the  Juneau  Airport  runway  on  the  northeast 
side. 

3.  NorthStar’s  helibase  is  near  the  northwest  end  of  the  Juneau  Airport  runway. 

4.  Era’s  helibase  is  on  the  west  side  of  Gastineau  Channel  at  approximately  mile  4 on 
North  Douglas  Highway. 

5.  Era’s  other  helibase  is  at  the  northeast  end  of  the  Juneau  Airport  runway  near  the  Fire 
Hall. 

Figure  1-6  shows  the  helibase  locations  and  the  3-mile  radius  around  the  airport  known  as 
the  Airport  Influence  Zone.  Within  this  zone,  the  FAA,  in  cooperation  with  CBJ,  has 
direct  control  over  aircraft  flight  paths.  They  do  not  have  authority  over  aircraft  noise 
within  this  influence  zone.  If  CBJ  were  to  approve  a noise  ordinance,  however,  it  would 
require  FAA  concurrence. 

The  Proposed  Action  includes  helicopter  landings  on  the  icefield  that  could  be  authorized 
in  conjunction  with  any  of  the  following  types  of  activities.  All  activities  included  in  the 
Proposed  Action  require  helicopter  landings  on  the  icefield,  and  one  includes  a fixed- 
wing  landing  on  Antler  Glacier  Lake. 

• The  helicopter  flightseeing  and  icefield  landing  tour  portions  of  trips  to  Antler 
Glacier  combined  with  a float  plane  flightseeing  tour  and  landing  at  Antler 
Glacier  Lake.1 


'Antler  Glacier  Lake  proposal:  This  tour  would  involve  the  departure  of  both  a floatplane  and  a helicopter  from  the  Juneau 
Airport.  Both  aircraft  would  take  passengers  on  separate  flightseeing  tour  journeys  to  an  exchange  point  at  Antler  Glacier 
Lake.  The  fixed-wing  flight  would  fly  along  the  shoreline  to  Berners  Bay  and  up  Antler  River  Valley,  and  would  land  on 
the  east  end  of  Antler  Glacier  Lake.  The  helicopter,  taking  a flight  route  over  the  Juneau  Icefield,  would  land  on  the  upper 
area  of  Antler  Glacier  and  allow  the  passengers  to  walk  on  the  snow  and  ice  surface,  then  continue  on  with  the  passengers 
to  the  rendezvous  point  at  Antler  Glacier  Lake.  The  helicopter  passengers  would  transfer  to  the  floatplane,  and  the 
floatplane  passengers  would  transfer  to  the  helicopter.  The  helicopter  would  then  depart  for  a flightseeing  tour  over  the 
Juneau  Icefield  and  a glacier  landing  experience  before  returning  to  the  heliport.  The  floatplane  would  depart  Antler 
Glacier  Lake  for  the  flightseeing  tour  over  Berners  Bay  and  the  saltwater  shoreline  back  to  the  airport. 

This  NEPA  document,  Helicopter  Landing  Tours  on  the  Juneau  Icefield  2003-2007,  is  analyzing  the  fixed-wing  flights 
and  landings  on  Antler  Glacier  Lake,  and  the  flight  portion  of  the  helicopter  landing  at  Antler  Glacier  Lake  for  the  purpose 
of  analyzing  the  effects  of  this  combination  fixed-wing/helicopter  tour.  Before  authorization  could  be  made  for  this  tour, 
ground  disturbing  elements  of  the  Antler  Glacier  Lake  proposal  would  have  to  be  analyzed  in  a separate  NEPA  document 
because  the  level  of  required  review  is  outside  the  scope  of  this  analysis.  Ground  disturbance  (non-ice  and  snow  surface) 
could  occur  in  the  areas  where  the  clients  would  get  off  the  floatplane  and  transfer  to  the  helicopter,  and  vice  versa,  and  are 
therefore  outside  the  scope  of  this  document.  The  separate  analysis  would  involve  site-specific  reviews  by  plant  and 
wildlife  biologists  for  the  ground  disturbance  from  helicopter  and  fixed-wing  aircraft  impacts,  as  well  as  the  human 
impacts  to  resources  on  the  shoreline  at  the  east  end  of  Antler  Glacier  Lake. 


Helicopter  Landing  Tours  on  the  Juneau  Icefield  2003-2007 


CHAPTER  1 - Purpose  and  Need  *1-15 


Mendenhall 


louse ' 


hi’.:0) 


Tidal  B! 


Indian 


Qrolt'.er  iood 
: B'idgtJ  - 


orthst 


SmuggUr*  Co*£; 


Spuhn 

Island 


' Hut  Pt 


Entrance  Pf  ' 


Spuhrt 

Island 


fiyup. 

feuhn  Pt 


Gibby  Rock 


C5*/o 


■M*  Light 


>rnin 

^OCk 


.Shaman 
‘i  Island 


Duter  Point 


2 Miles 


| Heliport 

Airport  Influence  Zone 


4000  Meters 


d:\projects\helicopter_eis\ice_eis_maps.apr  - airport  zonej 


Purpose  and  Need  I 

Most  of  the  tours  described  above  would  occur  during  the  primary  use  season.  May  1 
through  September  30.  Some  use  would  occur  in  the  shoulder  season,  April  and  October, 
as  the  industry  has  shown  a trend  of  use  earlier  and  later  in  the  summer  tourism  season. 

The  duration  of  these  landing  tours  would  range  from  about  90  minutes  to  several  days, 
including  overnight  camping  in  temporary  facilities  that  would  accommodate  outfitters, 
guides,  and  clients.  Based  on  weather,  seasonal  site  conditions,  and  safety  considerations, 
the  locations  of  some  activities  may  vary,  but  would  remain  in  the  same  general  vicinity. 

The  number  of  helicopter  landings,  whether  they  involve  the  typical  landing  tours  or  the 
combination  with  other  types  of  activity,  would  be  limited  to  19,039.  The  type  of 
activity,  where  the  activity  is  conducted,  and  the  number  of  times  per  day  the  activity  can 
occur  would  be  managed  in  accordance  with  the  Forest  Plan’s  standards  and  guidelines 
identified  for  the  different  LUDs  in  the  analysis  area.  These  standards  and  guidelines  are 
discussed  later  in  this  chapter  under  the  section  Management  Direction. 


Decision  to  be  Made 

The  Juneau  District  Ranger  is  the  official  responsible  for  the  decision  to  be  made.  The 
decision  to  be  made  is  whether  or  not  to  issue  special  use  permits  for  helicopter  landing 
tours  on  the  Juneau  Icefield  and,  if  issued,  the  authorized  locations,  levels  of  use,  and 
types  of  activities  covered  under  the  permit(s).  The  Juneau  District  Ranger  will  also 
determine  any  mitigating  measures  that  will  be  required. 


Scoping  and  Public  Involvement 

The  Notice  of  Intent  (NOI)  to  prepare  an  EIS  was  published  in  the  Federal  Register 
February  19,  1999.  This  NOI  identified  a permit  period  from  2000  to  2004.  A revised 
NOI  was  published  March  24,  2000.  It  redefined  the  proposed  permit  period  to  extend 
from  2001  to  2005. 

Public  involvement  and  comments  from  the  1987  and  1992  EAs,  the  1992  appeal,  and  the 
1995  Final  EIS/ROD  and  appeals  were  used  in  the  development  of  the  Proposed  Action 
described  above  and  were  considered  in  this  analysis. 

In  1991  and  1992,  during  preparation  of  the  EA,  the  Forest  Service  asked  for  public  input 
on  the  Proposed  Action  by  mailing  letters  to  the  public  and  placing  paid  advertisements  in 
the  Juneau  Empire.  Seventeen  letters,  21  telephone  calls,  and  3 visits  were  received  in 
response  to  this  request  for  input. 

During  preparation  of  the  1995  EIS,  the  Forest  Service  asked  for  public  input  on  the 
Proposed  Action  by  mailing  letters  to  the  interested  public,  placing  a paid  advertisement 
in  the  Juneau  Empire , and  soliciting  input  from  Forest  Service  staff  and  specialists. 
Thirty-five  letters,  17  telephone  calls,  and  1 visit  were  received  in  response  to  the  request 
for  input.  In  December  1994,  the  Draft  EIS  (DEIS)  was  mailed  to  160  individuals, 
organizations,  and  agencies,  and  150  were  handed  out  at  the  Juneau  Ranger  District 
Office.  Responses  totaling  1 15  were  received. 

In  1999,  scoping  was  initiated  for  this  EIS.  On  February  4,  1999,  scoping  letters  were 
mailed  to  the  public,  including  individuals,  organizations,  and  agencies.  The  NOI  was 
published  in  the  Federal  Register  February  19,  1999.  Newspaper  ads  for  the  scoping 
efforts  were  run  in  the  Juneau  Empire  February  23,  24,  and  25,  1999.  Approximately  50 
people  attended  an  open  house  scoping  meeting  held  at  the  Juneau  Ranger  District 
February  25,  1999.  Approximately  120  letters  were  received  during  the  formal  scoping 
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period,  which  ended  March  9,  1999.  The  Forest  Service  continued  to  receive  additional 
comments  and  considered  them  in  this  analysis  and  the  final  decision. 

For  a number  of  reasons,  including  delays  in  completing  a noise  study,  the  Forest  Service 
was  not  able  to  complete  a new  EIS  in  time  for  the  2000  operating  season.  In  January 
2000,  a letter  was  sent  to  334  individuals,  including  all  of  the  1995  EIS  recipients,  and 
other  parties  who  expressed  interest,  notifying  them  that  the  special  use  permits  for  the 
helicopter  landing  tours  were  extended  for  1 year  through  December  31,  2000.  An  NOI 
was  published  in  the  Federal  Register  March  24,  2000,  to  reflect  this  extension. 

On  November  17,  2000,  the  Forest  Service  extended  the  special  use  permits  for  another 
year  through  December  31,  2001,  pending  completion  of  this  new  EIS. 

Availability  of  the  Draft  EIS  was  announced  in  the  Federal  Register  on  August  10,  2001, 
with  a due  date  for  public  comments  listed  as  September  24,  2001.  A public  meeting  held 
in  Juneau  on  September  6,  2001,  was  attended  by  approximately  72  people,  1 1 of  whom 
made  oral  comments  on  the  DEIS. 

On  September  21,  2001,  the  due  date  for  comments  was  extended  to  October  1,  2001. 
Written  comments  included  84  e-mails,  57  letters,  17  comment  forms,  and  2,086 
formatted,  pre-addressed  comment  cards  from  people  who  participated  in  helicopter 
landing  tours  during  the  comment  period.  In  total,  there  were  approximately  3,167 
individual  comments  submitted  in  2,255  oral  or  written  statements. 


Significant  Issues 

Significant  issues  are  unresolved  conflicts  or  disputes  regarding  the  effects  of  the 
Proposed  Action  that,  because  of  their  extent,  duration,  or  intensity,  are  used  to  formulate 
alternatives  to  the  Proposed  Action,  prescribe  mitigation  measures,  and/or  serve  as  the 
focus  for  a comparison  of  environmental  effects  between  alternatives.  The  following 
were  determined  to  be  significant  issues  to  be  addressed  in  this  EIS.  These  significant 
issues  were  identified  from  public  and  agency  comments  regarding  the  Proposed  Action. 

Issue  1:  Noise 
Impacts  to 
Residents 


• The  hours  of  operation  are  too  long  and  do  not  provide  any  quiet  time  during  the 
day 

• The  number  of  helicopters  traveling  together  causes  people  to  feel  overwhelmed 
by  the  event 

• There  are  no  days  of  the  week  that  people  can  experience  quiet 

• The  helicopters  fly  too  low  and  do  not  abide  by  the  minimum  altitude  guidelines, 
especially  during  poor  weather  and  low  cloud  ceiling  conditions 


The  noise  of  helicopters  during  flights  could  affect  the  quality  of  life  for  residents  in  many 
areas  including  the  following:  Mendenhall  Valley,  vicinity  of  Fred  Meyer,  Auke  Bay, 
Herbert  River  Road,  Juneau  Airport,  Lemon  Creek,  Back  Loop  Road,  West  Juneau, 
downtown  Juneau,  Gastineau  Channel,  Thane  Road,  Bonnie  Brae,  Fritz  Cove  Road, 
Douglas,  North  Douglas,  and  residential  areas  near  the  Era  heliport  on  Douglas  Island. 
Current  complaints  from  residents  have  common  themes  regarding  the  specific  aspects  of 
the  noise  generated  from  the  commercial  helicopter  flights: 
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Issue  2:  Noise 
Impacts  to 
Recreationists 


Issue  3:  Impacts 
to  Wildlife 


Issue  4:  Impacts 
in  New  Areas 


The  following  units  of  measure  will  be  used  to  compare  alternatives  related  to  this  issue: 

• Numbers  of  and  frequency  of  flights 

• Hours  of  operation 

• Days  of  week  of  operation 

Flights  could  cause  noise  disturbance  to  ground-based  recreation  users  of  Forest  Service 
recreational  cabins  and  the  Juneau  road  system  backcountry  trails  and  alpine  areas,  both 
on  and  off  NFS  land.  Responses  to  scoping  indicate  that  some  people  believe  that,  while 
they  are  involved  in  a recreational  activity  in  a typically  quiet  setting,  hearing  helicopters 
is  a negative  impact  to  their  recreation  experience,  especially  on  West  Glacier,  Montana 
Creek,  Eagle  River,  Herbert  Glacier,  Peterson  Lake,  Spaulding  Meadows,  Windfall  Lake, 
Auke  Nu,  Salmon  Creek  Road,  Point  Bishop,  Dupont,  and  Sheep  Creek  trails;  Blackerby 
Ridge  and  Heintzleman  Ridge  routes;  Bridgett  State  Park  and  cabins  and  trails;  and  Eagle, 
Windfall,  John  Muir,  and  Berners  Bay  Forest  Service  cabins. 

The  following  units  of  measure  will  be  used  to  compare  alternatives  related  to  this  issue: 

• Proximity  of  flight  paths  to  the  above  locations 

• Frequency  of  flights 

• Hours  of  operation 

• Days  of  week  of  operation 

Concerns  were  expressed  that  helicopter  tours  could  stress  wildlife  species,  particularly 
mountain  goats,  bears,  wolves,  moose,  bald  eagles,  and  seals  at  haul-outs  near  flight 
routes,  landings,  and  tour  activities.  The  concern  is  that  the  stress  from  helicopter  activity 
would  cause  habitat  abandonment  or  long-term  population  declines.  The  primary  concern 
is  that  wildlife  may  be  negatively  affected  by  the  noise  and  sightings  of  helicopters. 

The  following  units  of  measure  will  be  used  to  compare  alternatives  related  to  this  issue: 

• Proximity  of  flight  paths  to  known  critical  wildlife  habitat 

• Frequency  of  flights 

• Hours  of  operation 

Helicopter  flights  and  tours  could  affect  the  experience  of  ground-  and  water-based 
recreation  users  and  wildlife  in  the  Berners  Bay,  Antler  Glacier,  Antler  Glacier  Lake, 
Eagle  Glacier,  and  Death  Valley  areas.  Many  individuals  who  commented  expressed 
concerns  that  allowing  new  tours  in  these  areas  would  adversely  affect  their  recreational 
experience  and  wildlife  by  the  addition  of  noise  and  people. 

The  following  unit  of  measure  will  be  used  to  compare  alternatives  related  to  this  issue: 

• Whether  landing  tours  are  permitted  in  these  areas  or  not 


Management  Direction 

1997  TLRMP  The  Forest  Plan  provides  the  land  management  direction  for  the  Tongass  National  Forest. 

Forest  Plan  LUDs  for  the  project  area  are  displayed  on  Figure  1-4.  These  LUDs  and  the 
corresponding  management  prescriptions  direct  what,  where,  and  how  much  proposed 
activity  the  Forest  Service  can  authorize. 

The  Forest  Plan  contains  many  forest-wide  standards  and  guidelines  that  apply  to  all 
LUDs  on  NFS  land.  Chapter  4 of  the  Forest  Plan  addresses  these  specific  standards  and 
guidelines  for  recreation  and  tourism;  subsistence;  threatened,  endangered,  and  sensitive 
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species;  and  wildlife  habitat  planning  as  they  apply  to  protection  and  management  of 
different  forest  resources.  These  forest-wide  standards  and  guidelines  are  used  in 
conjunction  with  the  additional  standards  and  guidelines  included  within  each 
management  prescription  for  individual  LUDs.  All  authorized  activities  must  be 
consistent  with  the  Forest  Plan. 

The  following  elements  summarize  the  forest-wide  standards  and  guidelines  as  they  apply 
to  the  proposed  helicopter  landing  activities.  The  full  text  of  the  standards  and  guidelines 
appears  in  Appendix  B. 

Threatened,  Endangered,  and  Sensitive  Species  and  Other  Wildlife  Forest- 
wide Standards  and  Guidelines 

Management  directions  from  the  Forest  Plan  that  directly  address  the  issue  of  helicopter 
tour  impacts  on  wildlife  include  the  following: 

• Meet  the  requirements  of  the  ESA,  as  amended,  including  assessing  potential 
impacts  to  Steller  sea  lions  and  humpback  whales. 

• Conserve  and  manage  Alaska  Region  Forest  Service  sensitive  species,  including 
trumpeter  swans.  Avoid  disturbance  of  trumpeter  swans,  particularly  during 
nesting  and  brood  rearing. 

• Provide  the  abundance  and  distribution  of  habitat  necessary  to  maintain  viable 
populations  of  existing  native  and  desirable  introduced  species  and  keep  them 
well  distributed  in  the  planning  area.  (Consult  36  CFR  219.19  and  36  CFR 
219.27.) 

• Provide  for  the  protection  and  maintenance  of  harbor  seal  and  Steller  sea  lion 
habitats. 

• Maintain  or  enhance  wetland  habitats  that  receive  significant  use  by  waterfowl 
and  shorebirds. 

• Conduct  activities  to  avoid  or  minimize  disturbance  to  habitats  within  the  forest, 
riparian,  and  estuarine  areas  (important  nesting,  brooding,  rearing,  and  molting 
areas)  for  Vancouver  Canada  geese,  sandhill  cranes,  or  trumpeter  swans. 

• Provide  for  long-term  productivity  of  mountain  goat  habitat  and  viability  of 
populations,  both  native  and  introduced.  Where  feasible,  locate  facilities, 
camps,  and  other  developments  1 mile  or  more  from  important  wintering  and 
kidding  habitat.  If  the  1 mile  or  more  distance  cannot  be  achieved,  mitigate 
possible  adverse  impacts  by  seasonally  restricting  or  regulating  human  use,  and 
by  implementing  other  site-specific  mitigation  measures. 

• Forest  Service  permitted  or  approved  aircraft  flights  (fixed-wing  and  helicopter) 
should  maintain  a 1,500-foot  vertical  or  horizontal  clearance  from  traditional 
summer  and  kidding  habitat  and  animals  whenever  feasible.  Where  feasible, 
flight  paths  should  avoid  known  mountain  goat  kidding  areas  from  May  1 5 
through  June  15.  Pilots  will  not  compromise  safety. 

• Coordinate  other  resource  management  activities  to  maintain  or  improve  habitat 
conditions  for  moose. 
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Recreation  and  Tourism  Forest-wide  Standards  and  Guidelines 

The  forest-wide  standards  and  guidelines  for  recreation  and  tourism,  as  they  apply  to  the 
proposed  helicopter  landing  activities,  include  the  following: 

• Work  with  recreation  service  partners  and  the  tourism  industry  in  identifying  and 
developing  services  and  opportunities.  Recreation  service  partners  provide 
services  and  opportunities  that  supplement  the  use  and  enjoyment  of  the  national 
forests  by  a variety  of  people. 

• Authorize  commercial  recreational  developments  and  services  where  there  is  a 
public  need,  and  no  private  lands  are  available  or  suitable  for  development. 

Refer  to  each  LUD  management  prescription  to  determine  its  appropriateness  for 
development. 

• Work  with  recreation  service  partners  to  provide  agency  identity,  customer 
information  and  programs,  natural  resource  education,  and  to  instill  a land 
stewardship  ethic. 

• Use  the  major  and  minor  development  guidelines  (see  Appendix  B)  in 
addressing  the  appropriateness  of  recreation  special  use  proposals  in  each  of  the 
LUDs. 

• Conduct  activities  in  a way  that  minimizes  adverse  impacts  to  popular  or  highly 
valued  local  areas  with  outfitter/guide  operations. 

• Generally  allocate  no  more  than  one-half  the  appropriate  capacity  of  the  LUD  to 
outfitter/guide  operations  on  an  administrative  area  basis.  (Note,  however,  that 
because  the  icefield  is  difficult  to  access  and  icefield  travel  can  be  dangerous, 
guides  are  much  more  common  on  the  icefield  than  in  many  other  areas). 

• For  specific  locations,  consider  different  allocations  based  on  historical  use, 
changing  demand,  spatial  zoning,  or  temporal  zoning. 

Due  to  their  temporary  nature  and  single  purpose,  all  enclaves  addressed  in  this  document 
are  considered  “minor  developments,”  as  opposed  to  “major  developments,”  such  as 
resorts  and  lodges,  gas  stations,  and  full  service  campgrounds.  Enclave  developments  of 
recreation  and  tourism  activities,  such  as  dogsled  mushing  camps,  cross  country  ski  trails 
with  simple  facilities,  and  temporary  or  portable  camps,  could  therefore  occur,  on  a case- 
by-case  basis,  in  both  the  Semi-Remote  and  Remote  Recreation  LUDs.  Enclaves  would 
not  be  allowed  in  LUD  II  areas. 

Recreation  opportunity  spectrum  (ROS)  guidelines  for  each  LUD  (see  Appendix  B) 
identify  general  use  limits  on  numbers  of  landings  and  people.  Enclaves  will  be 
addressed  on  a case-by-case  basis  to  determine  the  appropriate  size,  location,  and  number 
that  may  occur. 

Table  1-2  addresses  the  maximum  amount  of  use  for  each  facility  or  site  in  each  LUD,  as 
put  forth  in  the  Forest  Plan. 

The  proposed  icefield  landing  sites  and  probable  flight  paths  shown  on  Figure  1-5 
represent  the  general  vicinity  for  landing  activities.  Site-specific  conditions  will  be 
monitored  by  the  Forest  Service  and  evaluated  to  ensure  the  safety  of  the  outfitters  and 
guides  and  the  customers  they  serve,  as  well  as  to  ensure  the  protection  of  the  icefield 
environment. 
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Table  1-2.  Maximum  Recreation  and  Tourism  Development  Generally  Allowed 

by  LUD1 

Number  of  Number  of  Number  of  landings 
LUD overnight  guests  users  per  day per  site  per  day 

Remote  Recreation  10  24  10 

Semi-Remote  Recreation  24/1502  50/3002  1 0/1 002 

LUD  II  24  50  10 

1 The  actual  numbers  authorized  could  be  larger  or  smaller  depending  on  site-specific  analysis. 

“ The  first  number  is  for  most  areas  within  the  LUD  and  the  second  is  for  enclaves  of  recreation  and  tourism 
developments. 

Source:  Forest  Plan,  1 995  (page  4-40).  See  also  Appendix  B of  this  document. 


Toward  that  end,  the  Forest  Service  has  adopted  specific  standards  and  guidelines  with 
respect  to  the  recreational  experience  on  the  Juneau  Icefield.  These  standards  and 
guidelines  are  as  restrictive  or  more  restrictive  than  Forest  Plan  requirements.  This 
section  describes  those  standards  and  guidelines  and  the  recreational  experiences  they  are 
designed  to  support.  The  analysis  is  based  on  the  following  assumptions: 

• The  number  of  helicopter  landings  is  the  primary  factor  limiting  the  number  of 
people  who  can  participate  in  icefield  activities. 

• One  helicopter  can  carry  up  to  six  passengers  (not  counting  the  pilot/guide). 

• One  helicopter  or  six  people  is  counted  as  one  group  encounter. 

• Pilots  and  guides  are  not  counted  in  the  total  number  of  people  allowed  on  site. 

• Aircraft  overflights  are  not  considered  an  encounter. 

• The  traditional  means  of  access  for  tourism  activities  on  the  Juneau  Icefield  is  by 
helicopter,  which  is  allowed  in  all  the  affected  LUDs. 

Table  1-3  establishes,  for  the  Juneau  Icefield,  the  maximum  number  of  helicopter 
landings  and  people  allowed  at  various  LUDs  and  types  of  sites.  As  noted  in  the  footnote 
to  the  table,  these  maximums  are  as  restrictive  or  more  restrictive  than  the  Forest  Plan 
guidelines  (Appendix  B). 

Forest  Plan  compliance  and  clarification  of  numbers  of  landings  and  people 
allowed  at  landing  sites 

LUDs  indicate  different  management  prescriptions  that  direct  us  to  manage  for  particular 
and  different  recreation  opportunities  in  a range  of  Recreation  Opportunity  Spectrums 
(ROSs),  ranging  from  Primitive  to  Urban.  This  FEIS  has  no  alternatives  that  conflict  with 
the  prescribed  ROS  for  any  LUD.  The  minor  developments  (e.g.,  enclaves  such  as 
dogsled  mushing  camps)  do  not  exceed  the  number  of  landings,  encounters,  and  people  at 
one  time  per  site  per  day  as  identified  in  the  Forest  Plan  standards  and  guidelines  for  the 
LUDs  and  their  corresponding  ROS.  All  alternatives  addressed  in  this  EIS  have  a more 
restrictive  element  at  enclave  sites  that  limits  landings  and  people  allowed  at  one  time  (20 
helicopters,  120  people)  to  a level  lower  than  what  the  Forest  Plan  standards  and 
guidelines  allow  (100  helicopters,  600  people). 

Helicopter  landing  tour  sites  in  LUD  Remote  Recreation/ROS  Primitive  must  be  a 
minimum  of  3 miles  away  from  any  other  landing  use  sites.  Occupancy  of  any  site  is  a 
key  factor  here,  such  that  a helicopter  landing  tour  (with  up  to  3 helicopters  and  1 8 
people)  may  occur  at  a given  site,  and  once  vacated,  another  helicopter  landing  activity 
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Table  1-3. 

Maximum  Recreation  and  Tourism  Development  Allowed  by  LUD  on  the  Juneau  Icefield 

LUD 

Minimum  distance 
(or  physical  barrier) 
to  another 
authorized  activity 
per  site 

Maximum 
number  of 
helicopter 
landings  and 
people  allowed 
per  site  per  day 

Maximum  number 
of  helicopter 
landings  and 
people  allowed  per 
site  at  one  time 

Acceptable 

ROS 

experience 

Maximum 
allowed  group 
encounters 
per  day 

Remote 

Recreation 

3-mile  minimum 
distance  between 
occupied  sites 

1 0 landings/day 
60  people/day 

3 helicopters 
at  one  time; 

1 8 people 
at  one  time. 

Primitive 

2 groups. 

No  more  than 

3 groups  in  a day. 

Semi-Remote 

Recreation 

U-mile  minimum 
distance  between 
occupied  sites. 

10  landings/day 
60  people/day 

10  helicopters 
at  one  time. 

60  people 
at  one  time. 

Semi- 

Primitive 

Motorized 

9 groups. 

No  more  than  10 
groups  in  a day. 

Semi-Remote  '/2-mile  minimum 

Recreation  distance  between 

with  Enclave(s)  occupied  enclave 
sites. 

100  landings/day 
600  people/day 

20  helicopters 
at  one  time; 1 
120  people 
at  one  time. 1 

Roaded 
Natural  1 

19  groups. 1 
No  more  than  20 
groups  (of  up  to  6 
people)  per  day 
may  use  the  site. 1 

1 Based  on  the  assumptions  listed  above  and  Forest  Plan  standards  and  guidelines,  there  could  be  up  to  100  helicopter  landings  at  one 
time  (up  to  600  people  at  one  time)  at  an  enclave  site.  This  FEIS  establishes  a more  primitive  ROS  at  enclave  sites  than  the  Forest 
Plan  allows,  and  thus  fewer  numbers  of  helicopters  and  people  are  allowed  at  one  time  at  the  enclave  sites.  These  parameters  are  more 
restrictive  than  Forest  Plan  guidelines. 


can  take  place  at  or  near  (within  3 miles  of)  the  site,  as  long  as  there  are  no  more  than 
three  helicopters  and  no  more  than  1 8 people  within  site  or  sound  of  each  other  at  any  one 
time.  Further,  there  may  be  no  more  than  a total  of  10  landings  and  60  people  per  day  at 
any  one  landing  site  (3-mile  radius).  This  meets  the  objectives  of  LUD  Remote 
Recreation  and  setting  indicators  for  ROS  Primitive  (Appendix  B). 

Helicopter  landing  tour  sites  in  LUD  Semi-Remote  Recreation/ROS  Semi-Primitive 

must  be  a minimum  of  one-half  mile  away  from  any  other  landing  use  sites.  Occupancy 
of  any  site  is  a key  factor  here,  such  that  a helicopter  landing  tour  (with  up  to  10 
helicopters  and  60  people)  may  occur  at  a given  site  and  once  vacated,  another  helicopter 
landing  activity  can  take  place  at  or  near  (within  one-half  mile  of)  the  site,  as  long  as  there 
are  no  more  than  ten  helicopters  and  no  more  than  60  people  within  site  or  sound  of  each 
other  at  any  one  time.  Further,  there  may  be  no  more  than  a total  of  10  landings  and  60 
people  per  day  at  any  one  landing  site  (0.5-mile  radius).  This  meets  the  objectives  of 
LUD  Semi-Remote  Recreation  and  setting  indicators  for  ROS  Semi-Primitive 
(Appendix  B). 

Helicopter  landing  tour  sites  in  LUD  Semi-Remote  Recreation  at  an  identified 
enclave  site  may  cause  the  ROS  to  become  Rural.  The  standards  and  guidelines  for  ROS 
Class  Rural  indicate  that  remoteness  is  of  little  importance,  and  moderate  to  high 
concentrations  of  people  and  sights  and  sounds  of  human  activity  are  acceptable  when  not 
continuous.  The  setting  is  located  within  one-half  mile  of  areas  that  receive  heavy  aircraft 
travel.  This  meets  the  objectives  of  LUD  Semi-Remote  Recreation  where  occasional 
enclaves  of  concentrated  recreation  and  tourism  developments  may  cause  the  ROS  to 
become  Rural.  The  more  restrictive  limitations  set  in  this  FEIS  cause  the  ROS  setting  to 
be  closer  to  Roaded  Natural  by  allowing  fewer  landings  and  people  at  one  time  at  the 
enclave  sites  (Appendix  B). 
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Minor  Developments 

• Minor  developments  can  occur  in  any  of  the  proposed  landing  sites  in  both  LUD 
Remote  Recreation  and  LUD  Semi-Remote  Recreation,  as  long  as  they  meet  the 
prescribed  ROS  setting  indicators  for  each  LUD. 

• Minor  developments  are  likely  to  be  limited  to  the  placement  of  temporary, 
primitive,  rustic  facilities  on  site  for  the  summer  or  a portion  thereof,  with 
virtually  no  or  minor  site  modification.  Site  modification  may  involve  a dug 
snow-pit  for  food  storage/refrigeration. 

• Site  reclamation  involves  simple  removal  of  facilities,  after  which  the  natural 
appearance  of  the  site  can  be  attained  in  less  than  a year. 

• Immediately  following  site  reclamation,  some  evidence  of  activity  may  remain. 
Evidence  of  dogsled  mushing  activities,  for  example,  would  include  dogsled 
mushing  trail  patterns  and  patterns  in  the  melted  snow/ice  surface  below  the 
removed  temporary  facilities. 

• Minor  developments  may  involve  small  rustic  facilities  with  a single  purpose  or 
service,  and  may  involve  several  sites  or  an  extensive  area.  Basic  essentials  are 
typically  provided.  Examples  of  minor  developments  include,  but  are  not 
limited  to,  temporary,  portable  shelters  for  the  purposes  of  safety  in  poor  weather 
conditions;  housing  for  on-site  outfitter  guides;  sanitary  facilities  (contained 
outhouses);  outfitting  clients  for  the  activity  on  site;  gear  storage;  and  conducting 
activities  such  as  dogsled  mushing  or  glacier  hiking  and  trekking.  These 
facilities  will  be  designed  to  blend  in  with  the  white,  natural  environment 
(Appendix  B,  pages  B-10,  B-l  1,  B-12). 

• The  placement  of  any  temporary  facilities  or  structures  in  any  LUD  causes  the 
site  to  become  a “reserved  site,”  which  requires  the  permittee  to  pay  an 
additional  site  use  fee  (the  reserved  site  fee  was  $155.00  in  2001).  This 
prohibits  any  other  permittee  from  using  the  site  for  the  season,  as  long  as  the 
facility  is  there.  All  commercial  outfitter  guide  facilities  on  the  Juneau  Icefield 
must  be  removed  at  the  end  of  the  season. 

Minor  Developments  in  LUD  Remote  Recreation 

The  following  conditions  apply  to  minor  developments  in  LUD  Remote  Recreation: 

• Limited  to  a maximum  of  3 helicopter  landings  and  1 8 people  at  one  time. 

• Must  be  a minimum  of  3 miles  from  any  other  helicopter  landing  tour  site. 

• Limited  to  a maximum  of  10  helicopter  landings  per  site,  per  day. 

• Would  most  likely  involve  the  temporary  placement  of  a portable  weather  port 
for  client  comfort  and  convenience. 

Minor  Developments  in  LUD  Semi-Remote  Recreation 

• Can  be  at  any  landing  site  located  in  LUD  Semi-Remote  Recreation. 

• All  minor  development  helicopter  landing  sites  in  LUD  Semi-Remote  Recreation 
are  limited  to  a maximum  of  20  helicopter  landings  and  120  people  at  any  one 
time,  and  up  to  100  helicopter  landings  and  600  people  per  day. 

• Sites  must  be  a minimum  of  one-half  mile  from  any  other  helicopter  landing  tour 
activity  site. 
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• Sites  would  most  likely  involve  one  or  several  weather  ports,  temporary  housing 
facilities  for  2 to  12  outfitter  guide  employees  stationed  onsite  daily  or  for 
multiple  days,  dogsled  mushing  camp  facilities  and  trails,  hiking  and  trekking 
routes,  and  gear  storage  tents. 

Enclaves 

• Enclaves  can  only  occur  in  LUD  Semi-Remote  Recreation  (not  in  LUD  Remote 
Recreation). 

• Enclaves  are  temporary  in  nature  and  are  all  considered  minor  developments 
because  of  their  temporary  nature.  The  only  characteristic  of  an  enclave 
development  that  brings  it  closer  to  the  category  of  a major  development  is  the 
higher  number  of  users  at  enclave  sites  in  LUD  Semi-Remote  Recreation; 
however,  because  of  the  more  restrictive  limitations  set  in  this  FEIS  (more 
restrictive  than  Forest  Plan  standards  and  guidelines),  enclaves  are  being 
considered  as  minor  developments.  Because  they  are  allowed  only  in  LUD 
Semi-Remote  Recreation,  they  are  consistent  with  the  Forest  Plan  standards  and 
guidelines. 

• Enclave  sites  could  have  up  to  20  helicopter  landings  and  120  people  at  one 
time,  and  up  to  100  landings  and  600  people  per  day;  however,  the  actual 
numbers  expected  are  more  likely  to  be  in  the  range  of  3 to  6 helicopter  landings 
and  18  to  36  people  at  one  time,  and  60  helicopter  landings  and  200  people  per 
day. 

• Enclaves  can  cause  the  ROS  to  become  Roaded  Natural,  where  the  user  should 
expect  to  have  a maximum  of  19  group  encounters  in  the  area.  The  Forest  Plan 
allows  ROS  Rural,  where  the  user  could  expect  to  meet  much  more  than  20 
group  encounters  in  the  area.  The  requirements  applied  in  this  FEIS  are  more 
restrictive  than  the  standards  and  guidelines  in  the  Forest  Plan. 

High  Use  Areas 

The  high  use  areas  where  a significant  portion  of  helicopter  landing  tours  could  take  place 
are  on  the  lower  portions  of  Mendenhall  Glacier,  Herbert  Glacier,  Norris  Glacier,  and 
Taku  Glacier.  These  areas  are  the  first  areas  to  become  suitable  for  helicopter  landing 
tours  in  the  early  summer  when  the  recent  snow  begins  to  melt,  exposing  the  packed  snow 
and  ice  that  allow  for  safe,  stable  landing  surfaces.  These  landing  tours  could  involve 
groups  of  one  to  six  helicopters  each  in  the  early  part  of  the  season.  It  is  conceivable  and 
within  the  FEIS  limitations  that  there  could  be  up  to  20  helicopters  at  one  time  on  the 
lower  portion  of  these  glaciers,  in  groups  of  1 to  6,  one-half  mile  or  more  apart.  There 
have  been  approximately  35  helicopters  historically  available  in  Juneau  for  the  Juneau 
Icefield  landing  tours;  however,  it  is  unlikely  that  more  than  half  of  them  would  be  on  one 
glacier  at  one  time,  and  there  have  been  no  observations  or  reports  indicating  otherwise. 

It  is  expected  that  there  could  be  from  one  to  four  groups  of  one  to  six  helicopters  on  the 
lower  Herbert,  Mendenhall,  Norris,  or  Taku  glaciers  at  one  time,  and  this  would  be  well 
within  the  limitations  of  the  Forest  Plan  and  this  FEIS. 

When  considering  any  of  the  landing  sites  under  any  of  the  alternatives  addressed  in  this 
FEIS,  it  is  unrealistic  that  all  could  be  used  at  one  time.  All  helicopter  landing  sites 
identified  on  the  maps  of  alternatives  are  a compilation  of  historically  used  and  newly 
requested  landing  sites.  In  addition  to  the  limitations  for  numbers  of  helicopters  and 
people  at  one  landing  site  at  one  time,  and  the  daily  limitations,  the  actual  use  of  any 
landing  site  depends  on  snow/ice  surface  conditions,  daily  and  seasonal  weather 
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conditions,  and  the  number  of  clients  available  and  willing  to  pay  for  a helicopter  landing 
tour  on  the  Juneau  Icefield. 

The  majority  of  overflights  associated  with  the  authorized  landings  occur  over  LUD 
Semi-Remote  Recreation,  where  the  Forest  Plan  allows  the  ROS  to  become  Rural. 
Specific  ROS  for  this  LUD  has  setting  indicators  where  the  "Setting  is  located  within  XA 
mile  of  heavily  traveled  roads  and  state  highways  or  areas  that  receive  heavy  aircraft 
travel.”  This  EIS  establishes  a more  primitive  ROS  environment  than  the  Rural  ROS 
indicates,  that  being  “Roaded  Natural,”  where  the  '‘setting  is  located  within  Vi  mile 
(greater  or  less  depending  on  terrain  and  vegetation  but  no  less  than  V*  mile)  of  moderate 
to  heavily  traveled  waterways  and  or  roads  . . . and  open  for  use  by  the  public  or  those 
areas  that  receive  heavy  small-aircraft  travel.”  Refer  to  Appendix  B,  ROS  Class  Roaded 
Natural  and  ROS  Class  Rural,  pages  B-22  and  B-24,  respectively. 

The  following  Forest  Service  manuals  and  handbooks  provide  additional  direction  that 
applies  to  this  project. 

Forest  Service  Manual  2700  (FSM  2700) 

FSM  2700  addresses  statutory  authority,  regulations,  policy,  responsibility,  and 
definitions  related  to  special  uses  of  the  National  Forest.  The  special  uses  objective  for 
recreation  as  stated  in  Chapter  2720  is:  “To  issue  and  administer  special  use  permits  for 
recreation  uses  that  sen  e the  public,  promote  public  health  and  safety,  and  protect  the 
environment.”  Chapter  2720  recognizes  outfitter  and  guide  services  as  appropriate  uses 
of  NFS  land  and  provides  guidance  on  how  to  authorize  the  uses. 

Forest  Service  Handbook  2709  (FSH  2709) 

FSH  2709  provides  guidance  for  implementing  the  direction  in  FSM  2700  related  to  the 
special  use  permit  authorization  process,  administration  of  authorizations,  fee 
determination,  special  uses  administration,  terms  and  conditions,  and  federal  land  use 
reports.  Chapter  40  of  this  handbook  directs  the  Forest  Service  to:  “As  identified  in  the 
forest  land  and  resource  management  plans,  provide  for  commercial  outfitting  and 
guiding  sen  ices  that  address  concerns  of  public  health  and  safety  and  that  foster  small 
business:  encourage  skilled  and  experienced  individuals  and  entities  to  conduct  outfitting 
and  guiding  activities  in  a manner  that  protects  environmental  resources  and  ensures  that 
National  Forest  visitors  receive  high  quality  sen  ices.” 

Forest  Service  Manual  2300  (FSM  2300) 

FSM  2300  identifies  objectives  for  public  recreation  management,  including  the 
following: 

• To  provide  non-urbanized  outdoor  recreation  opportunities  in  natural-appearing 
forest  and  rangeland  settings 

• To  protect  the  long-term  public  interest  by  maintaining  and  enhancing  open 
space  options:  public  accessibility:  and  cultural,  wilderness,  visual,  and  natural 
resource  values 

• To  promote  public  transportation  and  or  access  to  National  Forest  recreation 
opportunities 

Forest  Service  Manual  2600  (FSM  2600) 

FSM  2600  identifies  objectives  to  maintain  ecosystem  diversity  and  productivity, 
including  maintaining  at  least  viable  populations  of  wildlife  and  plants  in  habitats 
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distributed  throughout  their  geographic  range  on  NFS  lands,  and  producing  habitat 
capability  levels  to  meet  sustained  yield  objectives  relative  to  demand  for  featured  and 
management  indicator  species. 

Forest  Service  Manual  2630  (FSM  2630) 

FSM  2630  identifies  objectives  to  maintain  and  improve  wildlife  and  fish  habitat.  The 
negative  effects  of  other  projects  upon  wildlife  and  fish  habitat  are  to  be  mitigated. 

Land  and  Water  Conservation  Fund  Act  of  1965 

The  special  use  permits  for  commercially  outfitted  helicopter  icefield  landings  are 
administered  under  the  direction  of  the  Land  and  Water  Conservation  Fund  Act  of  1965. 
This  Act  gives  federal  agencies,  in  this  case  the  Forest  Service,  the  authority  to  administer 
special  use  permits  and  collect  special  use  permit  fees  for  recreation  outfitter/guided 
services. 


Endangered  Species  Act  of  1973  (as  reauthorized  in  1988) 

The  USFWS  and  NMFS  administer  the  Endangered  Species  Act  (ESA),  as  reauthorized 
in  1988.  The  Forest  Service  must  consult  with  USFWS  regarding  terrestrial  threatened  or 
endangered  species  and  with  NMFS  regarding  marine  threatened  or  endangered  species 
that  might  be  affected  by  proposed  activities  associated  with  the  helicopter  landing  tours 
on  the  Juneau  Icefield.  If  any  impacts  are  projected,  specific  design  measures  must  be 
developed  to  protect  the  affected  species. 

Marine  Mammal  Protection  Act  of  1972 

NMFS  also  administers  the  Marine  Mammal  Protection  Act  (MMPA),  which  prohibits  the 
“take”  of  all  marine  mammal  species  in  U.S.  waters.  “Take”  is  defined  as:  “to  harass, 
hunt,  capture,  or  kill,  or  attempt  to  harass,  hunt,  capture,  or  kill  any  marine  mammal.” 
Harassment  is  defined  in  the  MMPA  as  “any  act  of  pursuit,  torment,  or  annoyance  which 
has  the  potential  to  injure  a marine  mammal  or  marine  mammal  stock  in  the  wild;  or  has 
the  potential  to  disturb  a marine  mammal  stock  in  the  wild  by  causing  disruption  of 
behavioral  patterns,  including,  but  not  limited  to,  migration,  breathing,  nursing,  breeding, 
feeding,  or  sheltering.” 

The  Bald  and  Golden  Eagle  Protection  Act  of  1940  (as  amended) 

Administered  by  USFWS,  the  Bald  Eagle  Protection  Act  of  1940,  as  amended,  makes  it 
unlawful  to  import,  export,  take,  sell,  purchase,  or  barter  any  bald  eagle  or  golden  eagle, 
their  parts,  products,  nests,  or  eggs.  “Take”  includes  pursuing,  shooting,  poisoning, 
wounding,  killing,  capturing,  trapping,  collecting,  molesting,  or  disturbing  the  eagles. 

Fish  and  Wildlife  Coordination  Act  of  1934  (16  USDF  66,  et  seq.) 

The  Fish  and  Wildlife  Coordination  Act  requires  federal  agencies  to  solicit  comments 
from  USFWS  and  ADF&G  regarding  the  impacts  on  fish  and  wildlife  resources  and 
measures  to  mitigate  these  impacts.  It  requires  that  fish  and  wildlife  resources  receive 
equal  consideration  to  other  project  features. 

Airborne  Hunting  Act  (Public  Law  92-159,  1971,  as  amended) 

This  Act,  commonly  referred  to  as  the  Airborne  Hunting  Act  or  Shooting  from  Aircraft 
Act,  prohibits  shooting  or  attempting  to  shoot  or  harass  any  bird,  fish,  or  other  animal 
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from  aircraft  except  for  certain  specified  reasons,  including  protection  of  wildlife, 
livestock,  and  human  life  as  authorized  by  a federally  or  state-issued  license  or  permit. 

Alaska  National  Interest  Lands  Conservation  Act  (ANILCA)  Section  810, 
Subsistence  Evaluation  and  Finding 

Under  the  requirements  of  .ANILCA.  the  effects  of  this  project  must  be  evaluated  to 
determine  potential  effects  on  subsistence  opportunities  and  resources.  That  evaluation 
has  been  made,  and  no  potential  impacts  were  identified  (Forest  Service.  2001a). 

Coastal  Zone  Management  Act  of  1972  (as  amended) 

The  Coastal  Zone  Management  Act  requires  the  Forest  Service,  when  conducting  or 
authorizing  activities  or  undertaking  development  directly  affecting  the  coastal  zone,  to 
ensure  that  the  activities  or  development  be  consistent  with  the  approved  Alaska  Coastal 
Management  Program  to  the  maximum  extent  practicable.  In  accordance  with  Section 
302  of  the  "Memorandum  of  Understanding  between  the  State  of  Alaska  and  the  USDA 
Forest  Serv  ice.  Alaska  Region,  on  Coastal  Zone  Management  Act  .Alaska  Coastal 
Management  Program  Consistency  Reviews"  (FS  Agreement  No.  OOMOU-1 11001-026. 
effective  March  2.  2000).  this  project  falls  into  a category  of  permitting  actions  that  does 
not  normally  require  a consistency  determination. 

National  Historic  Preservation  Act  of  1966 

The  Forest  Service  program  for  compliance  with  the  National  Historic  Preservation  Act 
includes  locating,  inventorying,  and  nominating  all  cultural  sites  that  may  be  directly  or 
indirectly  affected  by  the  scheduled  activities.  No  cultural  site  survey  is  required  on  snow 
fields  and  icefields  per  the  programmatic  agreement  between  the  Forest  Service,  the  State 
Historic  Preservation  Officer,  and  the  Advisory  Committee.  If  any  historic,  prehistoric, 
or  paleontological  objects  or  sites  are  discovered  during  the  helicopter  landing  tours  and 
associated  activities,  the  outfitter  guide  must  notify  the  Forest  Sendee.  Items  of  historic, 
prehistoric,  or  paleontological  value  are  protected  under  various  federal  laws,  including 
the  Antiquities  Act  of  1906  (16  USC  433),  the  Archeological  Resources  Protection  Act  of 
1979  (16  USC  470ee).  and  federal  regulations. 

Flood  Plain  Management  (Executive  Order  [EO]  11988).  Protection  of 
Wetlands  (EO  11990),  and  Environmental  Justice  (EO  12898) 

These  EOs  include  specific  factors  that  all  federal  agencies  must  consider  before 
implementing  activities  on  federal  lands. 

Federal  Aviation  Administration 

F.AA  is  the  agency  responsible  for  all  flight  operations  and  has  regulatory  authorin'  for  all 
aircraft  travel  within  the  Airport  Influence  Zone  of  the  Juneau  Airport  (see  Figure  1-6). 
The  Juneau  Air  Traffic  Control  Tower  (ATCT).  operated  by  the  F.AA.  Air  Traffic  Control 
Division,  has  authorin'  over  aircraft  movements  in  the  airspace  encompassing  a 3- 
nautical-mile  radius  of  the  airport,  up  to  2.500  feet  above  ground  level  (AGL).  As  noted 
earlier,  the  FAM  in  cooperation  with  CBJ.  has  direct  control  over  aircraft  flight  paths 
within  the  Airport  Influence  Zone.  They  do  not  hav  e authorin'  over  aircraft  noise  within 
this  influence  zone.  If  CBJ  were  to  approve  a noise  ordinance,  however.  F.AA 
concurrence  would  be  required. 
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Purpose  and  Need  I 

The  Flight  Standards  Division  (FSD)  of  the  FAA  is  responsible  for  regulatory  control  of 
flight  operations,  whether  in  controlled  or  uncontrolled  air  space.  Issues  such  as  flight 
safety  in  uncontrolled  areas  of  the  Juneau  Icefield  come  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  FSD. 

The  Code  of  Federal  Regulations  (CFR)  for  the  FAA  and  the  Department  of 
Transportation  (DOT),  Volume  14,  Chapter  1,  Part  135.203,  states: 

Except  when  necessary  for  takeoff  and  landing,  no  person  may  operate 
under  visual  flight  rules  (VFR)  a helicopter  over  a congested  area  at  an 
altitude  less  than  300  feet  above  the  surface. 

Only  commercial  helicopters  have  this  300-foot  AGL  restriction  (for  most  of  the 
commercial  operations),  and  it  applies  to  helicopter  landing  tours  to  the  Juneau  Icefield. 

If  a helicopter  is  not  carrying  passengers  for  compensation  or  hire,  then  it  falls  under  the 
rules  of  FAR  91.119,  which  states  that  helicopters  may  be  operated  at  less  than  300  feet  if 
the  operation  is  conducted  without  hazard  to  persons  or  property  on  the  surface.  Many 
helicopter  flights  in  the  Juneau  area,  not  involving  passenger  flights  to  the  icefield,  fall 
under  this  less  restrictive  regulation. 

In  addition  to  the  300-foot  rule  cited  above,  the  FAA  has  also  issued  AC91.36C,  dated 
March  19,  1982,  that  recommends  a 2,000-foot,  ground-level  restriction  over  noise- 
sensitive  areas.  These  guidelines,  in  addition  to  the  following  letters  of  agreement 
(LOAs),  cover  air  tour  flight  operations. 

Helicopter  operators  (U.S.  Army  National  Guard,  Coastal,  Era,  NorthStar,  TEMSCO,  and 
Silver  Bay  Logging)  have  developed  an  LOA  with  the  Juneau  ATCT  to  identify  arrival 
and  departure  routes  and  elevations  for  the  immediate  airport  influence  zone.  This  LOA 
was  last  revised  and  became  effective  in  April  2001 . The  FAA  has  regulatory  authority 
for  compliance  with  this  LOA  (FAA,  2001a). 

This  voluntary  LOA  (VLOA)  is  between  airspace  users  in  the  Juneau  area.  Signature  to 
and  compliance  with  this  VLOA  is  voluntary.  It  is  updated  annually  or  when  necessary. 

This  VLOA  is  entered  into  to  establish  safe  operating  practices  in  uncontrolled  airspace  in 
the  geographic  areas  surrounding  Juneau,  Alaska.  The  intent  is  to  ensure  horizontal  and 
vertical  separation  of  aircraft  and  to  ensure  that  aircraft  on  common  routes  are  on  the 
same  radio  frequencies.  Signature  of  an  aircraft  operator  to  this  agreement  indicates  that 
these  procedures  should  be  adhered  to  when  operating  on  the  described  routes.  This  does 
not  restrict  an  aircraft  operator  from  using  non-depicted  routes  in  uncontrolled  airspace. 
Variations  from  this  VLOA  may  be  made  after  verbal  coordination  with  other  affected 
parties.  The  agreement  does  not  relieve  aircraft  operators  and  pilots  from  adhering  to 
FARs  or  operating  specifications  issued  to  that  company  by  the  FAA.  It  remains  a right 
and  responsibility  for  pilots  to  deviate  from  any  procedure  if  required  to  ensure  the  safety 
of  their  aircraft,  or  when  weather  or  traffic  conflicts  require. 

The  methods  employed  to  implement  this  agreement  include  preferred  routes,  primary 
and  secondary  reporting  points,  specific  radio  frequencies,  frequency  changeover  points, 
and  specific  altitudes  for  specified  directions  of  flight  in  areas  of  traffic  conflict. 

The  routes  and  procedures  are  designed  to  include  commercial  aircraft  operations  (air 
carriers  and  tour  operators),  both  fixed-  and  rotary-wing  aircraft,  and  special  use 
operations  such  as  paragliders  and  powered  and  nonpowered  parachutes. 

The  procedures  in  this  agreement  are  based  on  effective  procedures  developed  over  years 
of  use  by  local  commercial  operators.  The  topography  and  prevailing  weather 
surrounding  Juneau,  Alaska,  channels  aircraft  into  common  routes,  creating  potential 
conflicts  between  aircraft  regardless  of  the  type  of  operation  being  conducted.  The 
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largest  concentration  of  aircraft  comprises  VFR  commuter  traffic  and  air  tours;  however, 
all  aircraft  are  geographically  constrained  to  use  the  same  routes  (FAA,  2002). 

Alaska  Administrative  Code  (AAC) 

Section  5 AAC  92.080,  in  pertinent  part,  states: 

Unlawful  Methods  of  Taking  Game;  Exceptions.  The  following 
methods  of  taking  game  are  prohibited:  ...  (5)  except  as  otherwise 
specified,  with  the  use  of  an  aircraft,  snow  machine,  motor-driven  boat, 
or  other  motorized  vehicle  to  harass  game  or  for  the  purpose  of  driving, 
herding,  or  molesting  game  . . . 

Harass  means  to  repeatedly  approach  an  animal  in  a manner  which  results  in  the  animal 
altering  its  behavior. 

This  code  section  is  applicable  to  helicopter  tours,  and  prohibits  low  passes  for 
passengers  to  view  wildlife  if  the  pass  results  in  the  animal  changing  its  behavior. 

City  and  Borough  of  Juneau 

CBJ  is  the  proprietor  of  the  Juneau  International  Airport  and  the  agency  responsible  for 
regulating  noise  in  residential  areas.  Airports  are  responsible  for  controlling  aircraft  noise 
and  mitigating  its  effects  close  to  airports. 

CBJ  controls  the  Juneau  Airport  airfield,  facilities,  infrastructure,  leases,  and  hours  of 
operation  for  the  airport;  however,  the  CBJ  has  no  jurisdiction  over  aircraft  in  flight. 


Mitigation  Recommendations  and  Mediation  Efforts 

Controversy  over  this  tourist  activity  has  been  building  in  the  region,  fueled  by  what 
residents  and  hikers  in  the  flight  paths  report  as  continuous  and  cumulative  noise.  The 
following  paragraphs  summarize  key  initiatives,  studies,  mitigation  plans  and 
recommendations,  and  mediation  efforts  to  date. 

In  late  1999,  the  flightseeing  operators  developed  an  action  plan  to  help  mitigate  the  noise 
associated  with  flightseeing  operations  (Flightseeing  Operators,  1999).  The  following 
elements  were  included  in  their  action  plan: 

• Short-Term  Actions 

- Review  routes  and  altitudes  to  determine  what  additional  actions  could  be 
taken,  such  as  alternating  or  rotating  routes,  timing  the  use  of  different 
routes  depending  on  what  people  would  be  doing  at  various  times  of  the 
day,  looking  for  new  routes,  and  establishing  voluntary  “low  use”  zones  near 
recreation  trails  and  cabins 

- Demonstrate  noise  levels  associated  with  different  aircraft,  routes,  numbers 
of  aircraft,  and  spacing  of  aircraft 

• Short-  to  Mid-Term  Actions 

- Develop  new  heliport  sites 

- Work  with  cruise  lines  to  distribute  visitors  more  evenly  throughout  the  day 
and  the  week 

• Mid-  to  Long-Term  Actions 

- Adopt  quiet  technology 
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• Continuing  Actions 

- Develop  educational  materials  to  help  public  understand  flightseeing 
activities 

- Maintain  safety 

- Use  aircraft  with  friendlier  noise  footprint 

Several  of  the  operators  subsequently  formed  the  non-profit  organization  Friends  of 
Aviation  that,  among  other  activities,  publishes  newsletters  and  fact  sheets  that  describe 
their  icefield  activities  and  their  ongoing  noise  mitigation  efforts  (Friends  of 
Aviation,  2001). 

In  2000,  a citizen  initiative  was  filed  with  the  CBJ  Clerk  that  proposed  an  ordinance  to 
regulate  noise  from  tourist  flights  in  Juneau.  The  provisions  of  the  initiative  included  a 
request  to  the  Forest  Service  to  reduce  the  number  of  helicopter  landing  permits  for  the 
Juneau  Icefield;  a ban  on  tourist  and  associated  logistical  flights  on  Saturday  and  between 
5 p.m.  and  9 p.m.  Sunday  through  Friday  from  May  1 to  September  30;  a restriction  on 
new  heliport  construction;  and  a prohibition  on  the  spending  of  public  monies  for  research 
related  to  new  heliports  (CBJ,  2000a).  Although  opposed  by  the  Juneau  Chamber  of 
Commerce  (2000)  and  defeated  in  the  municipal  elections  on  October  3,  2000,  by  a vote 
of  8,030  to  3,562  (CBJ,  2000b),  the  initiative  does  represent  community  concern  over  the 
issue  of  noise. 

The  1998  Juneau  Tourism  Community  Opinion  Survey,  conducted  to  measure  household 
attitude  and  perception  changes  toward  community  issues  related  to  tourism,  revealed  that 
8 1 percent  of  residents  felt  helicopter  flightseeing  should  either  be  maintained  at  current 
levels  (49  percent)  or  reduced  (32  percent),  while  13  percent  felt  the  industry  could 
expand  (McDowell  Group,  Inc.,  1998).  In  contrast,  19  percent  of  respondents  in  1995 
thought  helicopter  flightseeing  should  be  reduced  and  2 1 percent  felt  it  could  expand. 
When  asked  if  helicopter  noise  was  reduced,  the  same,  or  increased  in  relation  to  the 
previous  summer’s  level  (1997),  41  percent  of  the  respondents  said  helicopter  noise  had 
increased  and  39  percent  said  there  was  no  change.  The  areas  most  affected  by  helicopter 
noise  were  Douglas  and  West  Juneau  (52  percent)  and  West  Mendenhall  and  Out  the 
Road  residents  (50  percent). 

As  part  of  its  effort  to  develop  a tourism  management  plan  for  Juneau,  the  CBJ  has 
conducted  polls  to  determine  public  attitudes  toward  various  aspects  of  the  tourism 
industry  (CBJ,  2001).  The  results  of  these  polls  help  to  characterize  both  the  magnitude 
of  the  problem  and  the  differences  of  opinion  that  exist  in  the  community.  Among  other 
results,  the  polls  indicate  that  the  community  has  a wide  range  of  opinions  relating 
to  noise. 

The  following  results  indicate  that  noise  is  a serious  problem  for  many  residents: 

• 45  percent  of  adult  respondents  have  a friend  or  family  member  who  is  bothered 
substantially  by  helicopter  flightseeing  noise 

• 43  percent  of  adult  respondents  indicated  that  the  helicopter  flightseeing  noise 
issue  is  very  important  to  them 

• 60  percent  of  adult  respondents  said  that  the  tourism  plan's  management 
objective  regarding  helicopter  flightseeing  noise  should  be  to  eliminate  it 
(8  percent),  reduce  it  substantially  (30  percent),  or  reduce  it  somewhat 
(22  percent) 

• 30  percent  of  adult  respondents  listed  reducing  flightseeing  noise  as  one  of  their 
three  most  important  goals  related  to  tourism  management 
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Other  results  indicate  that  noise  is  not  a serious  problem  for  many  residents: 

• 43  percent  of  adult  respondents  do  not  have  a friend  or  family  member  who  is 
bothered  substantially  by  helicopter  flightseeing  noise 

• 40  percent  of  adult  respondents  listed  reducing  flightseeing  noise  as  one  of  their 
three  least  important  goals  related  to  tourism  management 

These  statistics  portray  a community  that  has  very  diverse  opinions  on  the  issue  of  noise 
and  the  significance  of  its  effects. 

Until  July  10,  2000,  the  CBJ  had  a Tourism  Advisory  Committee  (TAC)  addressing 
flightseeing  noise,  as  well  as  other  tourism-related  issues.  Table  1-3  summarizes  the 
numerous  general  and  specific  recommendations  made  by  citizens  who  participated  in  the 
TAC’s  outreach  program  and  public  meetings.  Many  of  these  recommendations  are 
outside  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Forest  Service,  but  all  were  reviewed  and  considered  for 
their  relevance  to  this  EIS. 

The  functions  of  the  former  TAC  are  now  under  the  direction  of  the  CBJ’s  Assembly 
Planning  and  Policy  Committee.  Based  on  this  background,  the  CBJ  suggested  that  the 
Forest  Sendee  implement  the  following  recommendations  in  issuing  special  use  permits  to 
the  tour  operators  (CBJ,  2000): 

1 . Provide  for  modest  growth  (3  to  5 percent  annually)  in  the  first  2 years  covered  by 
new  special  use  permits,  then  base  growth  in  years  3 through  5 on  the  permittee’s 
acquisition  and  implementation  of  quiet  technology. 

2.  Issue  permits  allowing  modest  growth  (3  to  5 percent  annually)  on  the  condition  that 
the  permittee  implement  more  “resident  friendly”  flight  paths  and  altitudes. 

3.  Reserve  the  right  to  change  icefield  landing  sites  in  future  years  that  permits  are  in 
force  to  take  advantage  of  any  future  change  in  heliport  sites. 

4.  Carefully  consider  any  action  that  would  make  it  economically  more  difficult  for  the 
tour  operators  to  recoup  their  investment  if  they  were  to  invest  in  quieter  technology 
(such  as  reducing  the  number  of  landings). 

Additionally,  outside  the  special  use  permitting  process,  the  CBJ  recommended  that  the 
Forest  Service  participate  in  the  process  of  considering  establishment  of  one  or  more 
remote  heliport  sites  in  Juneau.  If  properly  selected,  these  new  heliports  could  reduce 
flying  time  to  the  icefield,  cutting  down  on  the  duration  of  each  noise-producing  event 
and  removing  the  primary  noise-generating  site  (the  point  of  take-off  and  departure)  from 
the  most  populous  areas  (CBJ,  2000). 

To  assist  in  moving  toward  resolution  of  noise-related  issues,  the  Forest  Service  hired 
Triangle  Associates.  Inc.  of  Seattle,  a facilitation/mediation  firm,  as  a neutral  third  party 
to  help  identify  problems  and  potential  solutions.  While  mediation  is  not  ahvays  possible 
or  appropriate,  it  has  met  with  some  success  in  dispute  resolution  over  noise  issues  in 
several  cities,  including  Seattle,  Dallas/Ft.  Worth.  Phoenix,  Cleveland,  and  Narita,  Japan 
(Brown,  1999).  In  the  Seattle  case,  a citizen  representative  in  the  mediation  process  noted 
that  airport  neighborhood  residents  received  “considerable”  noise  relief  at  night  and 
phased  in  quieter  planes  on  a faster  schedule  than  national  regulations  required 
(Brown,  1999). 

In  the  current  Juneau  case,  beginning  in  February  2000,  Triangle  Associates  interviewed 
several  parties  and  individuals  regarding  the  flightseeing  noise  issue,  and  held  several 
meetings.  The  mediation  group  w'orked  with  all  interested  parties  to  develop  short-  and 
long-term  solutions.  Although  the  formal  mediation  process  is  no  longer  active,  the 
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Forest  Service  continues  to  work  cooperatively  with  all  parties  to  develop  feasible 
solutions  and  define  mitigating  measures  within  the  Forest  Service’s 
jurisdictional  authority. 

Before  suspending  their  activity,  the  mediation  group  was  discussing  the  following 
concepts  (Triangle  Associates,  2001): 

• Using  noise  modeling  to  evaluate  new  flight  routes  and  changes  to  existing 
routes  and  to  evaluate  and  recommend  changes  to  flight  densities  (that  is,  the 
number  of  aircraft  flying  together) 

• Encouraging  helicopter  companies  to  continue  to  seek  out  and  use  alternative 
flight  routes  on  good  weather  days  when  safety  would  not  be  compromised. 
Specific  elements  under  discussion  in  January  2001  included  the  following: 

- Working  with  residents  to  determine  best  Lemon  Creek  arrival  route 

- Increasing  the  Douglas  Island  overflight  altitude  to  decrease  noise  exposure 
on  the  ground 

- Increasing  the  West  and  Mendenhall  route  overflight  altitude  to  decrease 
noise  exposure  on  the  ground 

- Developing  a Salmon  Creek  route 

- Developing  a Sheep  Creek  route 

- Avoiding  Gold  Creek/Perseverance  Trail  area  to  benefit  recreationists 

- Alternating  use  of  Gold  Creek/Perseverance  Trail  and  Salmon  Creek  routes 
to  allow  each  neighborhood  to  have  additional  quiet  periods  during  the  day 

Alternating  use  of  West  and  Mendenhall  routes  to  allow  each  neighborhood 
to  have  additional  quiet  periods  during  the  day 

- Using  only  the  West  route  to  reduce  noise  impact  in  the  Mendenhall  Valley 

- Avoiding  Sockeye  Flats  area  to  benefit  recreationists  and  hunters 

- Avoiding  higher  elevations  of  Spaulding  Meadows  area  to  benefit 
recreationists,  in  exchange  for  landings  above  1,500  feet  on  Eagle  Glacier 

- Using  McGinnis  Creek  Valley  and  Hidden  Valley  in  lieu  of  Montana  Creek 

- Initiating  immediate  climb  from  the  helipad  on  West  departure  to  reduce 
noise  around  Peterson  Hill  area 

- Remaining  as  high  as  possible  as  long  as  possible  on  West  arrivals  to  reduce 
noise  around  Peterson  Hill  area 

- Remaining  as  high  as  possible  as  long  as  possible  on  Mendenhall  arrivals 

• Creating  new  heliport  sites 

Most  of  these  concepts  are  outside  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Forest  Service,  but  all  were 
reviewed  and  considered  for  their  relevance  to  this  EIS. 

Noise  Study  The  CBJ  commissioned  a noise  study  in  2000,  herein  referred  to  as  the  2000  Noise 

Recommendations  Assessment,  to  characterize  the  existing  noise  environment  and  make  recommendations 

for  change.  The  final  report  (Michael  Baker  Jr.,  Inc.  [Michael  Baker]  et  al.,  2001) 
recommended  that  the  following  mitigation  options  be  pursued,  either  through  a 
regulatory  approach  or  through  a voluntary  approach  such  as  mediation: 

• New,  quieter  aircraft  technology  could  potentially  reduce  the  noise  level  by  3 to 
5 decibels  (dB)  (see  the  Glossary  and  Chapter  3 for  an  explanation  of  noise 
measurement  terms). 
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• Alternative  flight  paths  can  reduce  the  overall  noise  level.  The  path  over 
Douglas  Island  results  in  a lower  noise  level  overall  than  the  path  down  the 
center  of  Gastineau  Channel,  and  the  path  up  the  ridgeline,  south  of  Mendenhall 
Valley,  reduces  the  overall  noise  level.  Although  the  preferred  flight  paths  are 
only  available  during  good  weather,  their  use  could  be  increased  if 
improved  weather  information  were  available  and  if  compliance  monitoring 
were  improved. 

• Satellite  heliports  located  north  and  south  of  town  away  from  core  residential 
areas  would  make  it  possible  for  helicopters  to  reach  the  icefield  without  passing 
over  as  many  homes.  To  achieve  the  desired  reduction  in  noise,  the  sites  would 
have  to  be  carefully  located  and  should  not  be  used  to  increase  the  number  of 
flights. 

• A noise  budget  can  be  used  to  create  a level  or  declining  cap  on  the  total  noise 
generated  by  the  helicopter  flightseeing  tour  operators.  The  concept  is  to  allow 
the  operators  to  maintain  or  increase  their  level  of  operations  only  if  they  adopt 
technologies  or  procedures  that  allow  them  to  operate  within  the  noise  budget. 
This  concept  has  been  applied  elsewhere  (e.g.,  Seattle,  WA,  and  Jackson  Hole, 
WY),  and  works  best  when  implemented  through  voluntary  programs.  The 
report  notes  that  the  Forest  Service  could  use  the  special  use  permitting  process 
to  shift  landing  permits  to  those  operations  that  invest  in  quiet  technology  or 
otherwise  reduce  the  noise  generated  by  their  flights. 

• Enhancement  of  the  existing  Fly  Quiet/Fly  Neighborly  program  could  be 
accomplished  with  better  monitoring,  grading,  and  publication  of  the  results.  The 
intent  of  such  an  effort  would  be  to  allow  the  companies  to  do  informed  self- 
evaluations  of  their  performance  and  identify  areas  where  they  could  improve. 
The  CBJ  could  use  the  results  to  reward  compliance  (e.g.,  by  giving  an  annual 
award  to  the  environmentally  best  operator),  and  the  Forest  Service  could  use  the 
results  to  complement  its  landing  permit  evaluation  process. 

• A limited  program  of  seasonal  noise  monitoring  is  recommended  to  determine 
whether  continued  monitoring  would  provide  useful,  cost-effective  information. 

The  CBJ  recently  requested  a legal  opinion  concerning  the  many  mitigation  options  that 
had  been  presented  to  the  CBJ.  The  resulting  report  (Durden,  2001)  indicates  that  many 
recommended  mitigation  options  are  beyond  the  legal  authority  of  the  CBJ.  Among  these 
were  a ban  on  flightseeing  flights,  an  ordinance  to  reduce  the  number  of  flights,  and  a 
curfew  limiting  the  hours  during  which  flights  could  take  place.  Comments  in  the  report 
that  relate  specifically  to  helicopter  noise  include  the  following: 

• Fly  Quiet/Fly  Neighborly  programs  currently  in  use  help  with  the  noise  problem, 
but  cannot  by  themselves  solve  the  problem.  These  programs  have  an 
educational  value,  in  that  they  keep  pilots  aware  of  the  need  to  operate  their 
aircrafts  in  a way  that  respects  the  people  affected  by  the  noise. 

• The  CBJ  has  virtually  no  power  to  require  the  helicopter  companies  to  use 
newer,  quieter  technology,  but  can  encourage  its  adoption  by  offering 
financial  incentives. 

• The  solution  to  the  noise  problem  must  involve  getting  the  aircraft  away  from 
low  altitude  flight  over  Gastineau  Channel. 

• It  would  be  virtually  impossible  for  the  CBJ  to  get  federal  legislation  passed 
within  the  next  10  years,  if  ever,  that  would  control  flight  paths  around  Juneau. 
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• Enacting  a noise  ordinance  that  would  be  “effective  and  comply  with  FARs, 
statutes,  and  case  law  would  be  extremely  difficult,  expensive  and  time 
consuming.” 

The  report’s  recommendation  is  that  the  CBJ  enter  into  negotiations  with  the  helicopter 
operators  to  reach  a noise  reduction  operating  agreement  in  the  form  of  a contract 
enforceable  by  each  party.  The  agreement  would  establish  one  or  two  heliports  outside 
the  city  that  would  accommodate  all  helicopter  operations,  and  would  set  out  flightseeing 
departure  and  arrival  routes  and  altitudes  to  get  flightseeing  helicopters  to  and  from  the 
icefield  with  minimal  impacts  to  areas  of  human  habitation.  The  agreement  should  also 
eliminate  flightseeing  routes  that  pass  up  Gastineau  Channel.  The  CBJ  would  use  its 
zoning  process  to  support  the  effective  implementation  of  the  agreement,  and  could  also 
offer  financial  incentives,  such  as  tax  relief,  to  the  helicopter  companies. 

The  Forest  Service  has  been  considering  the  establishment  of  a noise  budget  for  the 
icefield  landing  tours.  The  intent  of  a noise  budget  concept  is  to  encourage  commercial 
operators  to  incorporate  new,  quiet  technology  into  their  helicopter  fleet.  For  any  given 
number  of  landings,  an  equivalent  measured  amount  of  noise  would  be  established  based 
on  the  noise  generated  by  an  A-Star  helicopter,  the  preferred  aircraft  currently  used  for 
the  tours.  This  would  be  the  equivalent  noise  budget.  If  icefield  landing  tour  operators 
wanted  to  increase  their  number  of  landings  from  the  identified  maximum  number  of 
landings,  they  would  be  allowed  the  increase  as  long  as  the  established  noise  budget  is 
not  exceeded. 

Noise  budgets  have  been  considered  and/or  tried  in  some  areas,  but  not  in  others.  The 
following  examples  are  indicative  of  the  range  of  experience: 

• The  United  States  Department  of  the  Interior  (USDI)  National  Park  Service 
(NPS)  has  recommended  establishing  aircraft  noise  budgets  for  commercial  air 
tours  in  the  Grand  Canyon  National  Park,  which  the  FAA  is  considering  (Federal 
Register,  2000).  Here,  the  market  place  would  allow  the  aircraft  owners  to 
determine  which  airplanes  to  fly  by  rationing  the  amount  of  noise  an  operator 
could  emit. 

• In  a cooperative  effort  with  mediators,  a noise  budget  was  created  for  the  Seattle 
airport  that  requires  airlines  to  reduce  their  share  of  noise  every  year 
(Brown,  1999). 

• Helicopter  operators  in  Hawaii  and  Whistler,  B.C.,  comply  with  the  voluntary 
programs;  there  are  no  noise  budgets  (Dorn,  2001;  Riemer,  2001;  Pedersen, 
2001).  Although  quiet  technology  is  available  in  both  locations,  tour  operators 
report  that  there  are  no  real  incentives  to  implement  this  technology  because  of 
the  expense  and  the  general  opposition  of  some  members  of  the  public  to 
flightseeing  tours  (Dorn,  2001;  Riemer,  2001). 

Because  this  concept  has  yet  to  be  adopted,  this  FEIS  has  not  identified  a maximum 
number  of  landings  to  be  used  to  establish  a noise  budget. 

Currently,  the  CBJ  is  taking  a number  of  steps  to  address  issues  in  their  jurisdiction. 
Among  their  initiatives  are  the  following: 

• Initiating  further  noise  studies  to  project  noise  reductions  based  on  changes  to 
flight  routes  and  altitude  changes  resulting  from  the  voluntary  compliance 
programs 

• Evaluating  potential  heliport  locations  away  from  core  residential  areas 

• Drafting  an  ordinance  providing  business  property  tax  relief  for  companies  that 
invest  in  quiet  technology  helicopters 


Helicopter  Landing  Tours  on  the  Juneau  Icefield  2003-2007 


CHAPTER  1 - Purpose  and  Need  • 1-35 


Purpose  and  Need 


Additionally,  the  helicopter  operators  have  undergone  a facilitated  process  to  further 
refine  routes,  altitudes,  and  landing  areas.  This  facilitated  process  includes  community 
representatives.  Figure  1-7  shows  the  planned  normal  weather  and  poor  weather  routes, 
as  well  as  avoidance  areas,  developed  by  the  operators  over  the  years  as  part  of  this 
ongoing  activity.  Figure  1-7  represents  the  most  recently  revised  plans,  developed  with 
the  FAA  as  part  of  the  operators’  involvement  in  the  Juneau  Tour  Operators’  Best 
Management  Program. 

In  2000,  the  CBJ  hired  Michael  Baker  Jr.,  Inc.  to  evaluate  and  recommend  alternative 
heliport  sites.  Because  the  Forest  Service  authorizes  the  number  of  helicopter  landings 
and  landing  sites,  they  worked  with  Michael  Baker  throughout  the  analysis  of  potential 
heliport  sites.  The  goal  of  the  assessment  was  to  determine  if  heliports  could  be  located 
in  areas  that  would  reduce  flightseeing  noise  impacts  to  the  maximum  number  of  residents 
in  Juneau.  Because  the  flight  routes  and  sites  generally  occur  in  groups  to  the  north  and 
the  south,  it  became  clear  that  noise  impacts  would  be  reduced  if  one  site  were  located  in 
the  north  and  one  site  were  located  in  the  south. 

The  evaluation  of  potential  sites  consisted  of  establishing  and  applying  screening  criteria 
(e.g.,  access,  safety,  noise,  economics,  traffic,  environmental  considerations,  and  impacts 
on  residences)  through  a series  of  screening  levels,  including  a comparison  between  the 
number  of  residences  currently  affected  by  flightseeing  noise  and  the  number  of 
residences  that  would  be  affected  by  helicopter  flightseeing  noise  originating  from  the 
potential  heliports.  In  the  Alternative  Heliport  Site  Analysis  (Michael  Baker  and 
BridgeNet  International,  2001),  the  recommended  sites  are  Montana  Creek  (north)  and 
Dupont  (south).  If  flightseeing  tours  moved  from  the  Juneau  Airport  and  the  Era  base  to 
these  two  alternative  sites,  the  number  of  homes  in  the  6,000-foot  (1.1 -mile)  noise 
corridor  would  be  reduced  from  6,037  to  zero  (Michael  Baker  and  BridgeNet 
International,  2001). 

The  information  generated  by  all  of  these  previous  efforts  has  been  considered  in  this 
analysis.  Recommendations  in  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Forest  Service  have  been  considered 
and  included  in  the  range  of  alternatives  presented  in  Chapter  2.  Any  municipal 
ordinances  promulgated  as  a result  of  the  CBJ’s  ongoing  evaluation  of  this  issue  will 
apply  as  part  of  the  special  use  permit  terms  and  conditions. 
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Chapter  2 

Alternatives 


Introduction 

NEPA  requires  consideration  of  alternatives  to  the  Proposed  Action  that  address 
important  issues  identified  in  the  scoping  process.  This  chapter  describes  and  compares 
the  Proposed  Action  and  seven  other  project  alternatives,  including  the  No-Action 
Alternative.  The  discussion  of  alternatives  is  the  foundation  of  the  EIS  process  (40  CFR 
1502.14).  There  must  be  a reasonable  array  of  alternatives  that  address  significant  issues 
to  achieve  the  purpose  for  which  an  EIS  is  prepared.  Table  2-1  summarizes  the  key 
elements  of  all  alternatives. 


Alternatives 

This  alternative  represents  the  viewpoint  of  people  who  do  not  want  any  helicopter 
flightseeing  or  commercial  helicopter  landings  on  the  Juneau  Icefield.  It  does  not  meet  the 
purpose  and  need  of  the  Proposed  Action.  Under  the  No-Action  Alternative,  the  current 
permit  extensions  would  be  allowed  to  expire  December  3 1 , 2002.  No  new  special  use 
permits  to  land  helicopters  on  the  Juneau  Icefield  would  be  issued  to  the  helicopter 
companies.  There  could  be  some  increase  in  requests  for  point-to-point  landing  permits, 
although  the  cruise  ship  passengers  who  make  up  the  majority  of  helicopter  landing  tour 
customers  are  not  generally  in  the  market  for  point-to-point  trips.  Flightseeing-only  tours 
(helicopter  tours  that  do  not  land  on  NFS  lands)  are  outside  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Forest 
Service  and  would  most  likely  still  occur,  even  if  no  landings  are  authorized. 

There  are  many  places  where  flightseeing-only  tours  occur,  both  in  Alaska  and  elsewhere. 
Cruise  ship  passengers,  for  example,  already  have  the  opportunity  to  select  flightseeing- 
only  tours  in  Juneau,  Skagway,  and  other  ports  of  call.  Although  these  flights  are 
generally  less  expensive  than  tours  that  land,  they  are  selected  by  only  several  hundred 
cruise  ship  passengers  who  take  flightseeing  tours  in  Juneau  (Thomas,  2001 ).  In  other 
areas  where  flightseeing  is  a popular  tourist  activity,  some  areas  do  not  allow  any  tours 
that  land.  In  Hawaii,  for  example,  competition  for  landing  permits  on  the  Ne  Pali  Coast 
on  the  island  of  Kauai  eventually  led  land  managers  to  no  longer  permit  helicopter 
landings  on  public  (state)  lands. 

Alternatives  B through  H would  allow  various  levels  of  commercial  landing  tours  on  the 
Juneau  Icefield.  The  associated  flight  paths  and  altitudes,  for  the  most  part,  are  outside 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  Forest  Service.  The  FAA  and  airspace  users  manage  the  routes  and 
altitudes  used.  The  guiding  documents  and  agreements  between  the  affected  parties  are 
based  on  the  May  10,  1999,  FOA  between  helicopter  operators  and  the  Juneau  ATCT 
(FAA,  1999).  In  addition,  the  VFOA  between  the  Flight  Standards  Office  and  Juneau 
airspace  users  is  assumed  to  apply  through  2006  (refer  to  Chapter  1,  under  the  heading 
Federal  Aviation  Administration). 
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Cruise  Ship  Passengers 


Figure  2-1  displays  the  range  of  landings  associated  with  Alternatives  B through  H.  Also 
shown  in  Figure  2-1  is  a projected  5 percent  annual  increase  in  the  number  of  cruise  ship 
passengers  for  2002  through  2007  (JCVB,  2001a). 


Figure  2-1 . Comparison  of  Landings  by  Alternative  to  Cruise  Ship  Passenger 
Growth 


Years 


Sources:  Cruise  ship  data  source:  JCVB,  1999,  2001a.  Subsequent  growth  is  estimated  at  a 5 percent 

average  annual  increase.  Number  of  actual  landings  are  based  on  Forest  Service  Actual 
Use  Reports. 


Alternative  B-Reduce  Icefield  Landings  to  1994  Actual  Use  Level 

Alternative  B (Figure  2-2)  best  represents  the  citizens  who  want  to  reduce  the  number  of 
helicopter  landing  tours  on  the  Juneau  Icefield.  Under  this  alternative,  special  use  permits 
could  be  approved  through  2007.  This  alternative  would  incrementally  reduce  the  current 
authorized  use  level  of  19,039  landings  to  the  1994  actual  use  level  of  1 1,881 2.  The 
number  of  authorized  landings  would  decrease  an  average  of  9 percent  each  year,  as 
shown  in  Table  2-2. 


2 

Although  the  number  of  actual  landings  was  reported  as  1 1,647  in  the  1995  EIS,  actual  use  data  showed  the 
number  of  landings  to  be  1 1,881.  Subsequent  Forest  Service  reports  recalculated  the  actual  use  level  to  be 
1 1,793  landings;  however,  this  FEIS  uses  the  1994  values  reported  in  the  Draft  EIS  (1 1,881).  Reporting  and 
tracking  procedures  for  numbers  of  landings  were  not  consistent  during  1994. 
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Table  2-1.  Alternatives 


Component 

Alternative  A 
No  Action 

Alternative  B 
(Figure  2-2) 

Alternative  C 
(Figure  2-2) 

Alternative  D 
(Figure  2-4) 

Alternative  E 
Proposed  Action 
(Figure  2-5) 

Alternative  F 
(Figure  2-6) 

Alternative  G 

Alternative  H 
Preferred  Alternative 

Description 

No  authorized  landings, 
with  no  flight  restrictions 

Reduce  icefield  landings  9% 
annually  from  1999  authorized 
to  1 994  actual  use  level,  with 
time  and  day  restrictions 

Limit  icefield  landings  to 
1999  actual  use  level, 
with  some  day  restrictions 

Limit  icefield  landings  to  1999 
authorized  use  level,  with  limited 
new  locations  and  some  day 
restrictions 

No  increase  from  1999  authorized 
use  level,  with  limited  new 
locations  and  some  day  restrictions 

Increase  authorized  icefield 
landings  5%  annually  from  1 999 
authorized  use  level,  with  new 
locations 

Increase  authorized  icefield 
landings  1 0%  annually  from 
1999  authorized  use  level, 
with  new  locations 

Limit  icefield  landings  to 
2002  authorized  use  level 
in  2003  and  2004,  then 
increase  authorized 
icefield  landings  5% 
annually,  with  one  new 
location 

Number  of  landings 
(by  2007) 

None 

11,881 

16,706 

19,039 

19,039 

24,229 

30,662 

22,040 

Hours  landings  can  occur 

None 

8:30  a.m.  to  6:00  p.m. 

8:30  a.m.  to  8:00  p.m. 

8:30  a.m.  to  8:00  p.m. 

8:30  a.m.  to  8:00  p.m. 

8:30  a.m.  to  8:00  p.m. 

8:30  a.m.  to  8:00  p.m. 

8:30  a.m.  to  8:00  p.m. 

Days  per  week  landings 
can  occur 

None 

5 

6 

6 in  existing  areas,  5 in  new  areas 

7 in  existing  areas,  5 in  new  areas 

7 in  existing  areas,  7 in  new  areas 

7 in  existing  areas,  7 in  new 
areas 

7 in  existing  areas,  7 in 
new  areas 

Days  per  season  landings 
are  allowed1 

No  limits 

106 

128 

128 

153 

153 

153 

153 

Average  # of  landings  per 
day  (by  2007) 

None 

112 

131 

149 

124 

158 

200 

144 

Landing  locations 

None 

Same  as  now;  no  new  areas 

Same  as  now;  no  new 
areas 

Addition  of  new  areas  north  of 
1995  EIS  area 

Addition  of  new  areas  north  of 
1995  EIS  area 

Addition  of  Eagle  Glacier,  Death 
Valley,  and  new  areas  north  of 
1995  EIS  area 

Addition  of  Eagle  Glacier, 
Death  Valley,  and  new  areas 
north  of  1995  EIS  area 

Addition  of  Death  Valley 

Flight  paths 

No  limits 

Same  as  now 

Same  as  now 

Same  as  now  with  addition  of 
new  areas 

Same  as  now  with  addition  of 
new  areas 

Same  as  now  with  addition  of 
new  areas 

Same  as  now  with  addition  of 
new  areas 

Same  as  now  with 
addition  of  new  areas 

Distance  from  wildlife 

No  limits 

1,500  feet 

1,500  feet 

1 ,500  feet  in  existing  areas;  1 mile  in 
new  areas 

1 ,500  feet  in  existing  areas,  0.5  mile 
in  new  areas,  except  for  Antler 
Glacier  Lake 

1 ,500  feet  in  existing  areas; 
0.5  mile  in  new  areas 

1 ,500  feet  in  all  areas 

1 ,500  feet  in  all  areas 

Trail  end  buffers 

None 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes,  with  some  exceptions  for 
safety  in  the  early  season,  at 
Herbert  Glacier  Trail  and  West 
Glacier  Trail 

Yes,  with  some  exceptions  for  safety  No 
in  the  early  season,  at  Herbert 
Glacier  Trail,  Eagle  Glacier  Trail, 
and  West  Glacier  Trail 

No 

Motorized  snow  vehicle 
tours 

None 

None 

None 

In  Semi-Remote  Recreation  LUD 

In  Semi-Remote  Recreation  LUD 

In  Semi-Remote  Recreation  LUD 

In  Semi-Remote  and  Remote 
Recreation  LUDs 

None 

Expanded  area  north  to  the 
Haines/Juneau  Borough 
line 

No 

No 

No 

Yes,  new  areas  weekdays  only 

Yes,  new  areas  weekdays  only 

Yes 

Yes 

No 

Eagle  Glacier  and  Death 
Valley  landings 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

Yes 

Yes 

Death  Valley  only 

Antler  Glacier  Lake 
landings 

No 

No 

No 

No 

Yes 

No 

No 

No 

Consistent  with  Forest  Plan 

No 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Primary  use  season:  May  1 - September  30,  a total  of  1 53  probable  days  of  operation.  Note  that  use  may  occur  during  the  shoulder  season,  prior  to  May  1 and  after  September  30. 
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Landings  would  be  authorized  between  8:30  a.m.  and  6:00  p.m.,  5 days  a week  from  early 
May  through  late  September.  Saturdays,  Sundays,  holidays  (Memorial  Day,  Independence 
Day,  and  Labor  Day),  and  evenings  from  6:00  p.m.  to  8:00  p.m.  would  be  quieter  than 
currently.  Flight  paths  and  landing  sites  would  remain  generally  the  same  as  those  currently 
used.  All  flights  would  maintain  a minimum  distance  of  1 ,500  feet  from  mountain  goats, 
moose,  wolves,  and  bears  were  feasible.  The  proposed  combination  helicopter  and  fixed- 
wing  tour  with  landings  at  the  base  of  Antler  Glacier  and  on  Antler  Glacier  Lake,  as  well  as 
other  areas  north  to  the  Haines/Juneau  Borough  line,  would  not  be  allowed.  No  motorized 
snow  vehicle  use  would  be  authorized  on  the  icefield  in  any  of  the  LUDs. 


Table  2-2.  Authorized  Maximum  Number  of  Landings  Each  Year-Alternative  B 

2003  2004  2005  2006  2007 

Number  of  landings  authorized  17,325  15,766  14,347  13,056  11,881 

% change  (from  previous  year)1  -9  -9  -9  -9  -9 

Average  number  of  landings  per  day2 163  149  135  123  112 

1 2003  shows  % change  from  landings  authorized  in  1999,  2000,  2001,  and  2002  (19,039  landings). 

2 Based  on  a 106-day  season,  May  1 to  September  30;  no  operations  on  weekends  or  holidays. 


All  operations  would  maintain  a minimum  0.5-mile  landing  distance  from  the  end  of  the 
West  Glacier  Trail  and  a minimum  1-mile  landing  distance  buffer  from  the  end  of  the 
Herbert  Glacier  Trail,  as  shown  on  Figure  2-3.  These  trail  end  buffers,  which  do  not  exist 
under  the  existing  special  use  permits,  would  create  a no-landing  zone  to  reduce 
recreationists ’ exposure  to  noise  when  they  have  reached  their  trail-end  destination. 

This  alternative  is  intended  to  address  issues  raised  in  prior  environmental  analysis  and 
appeals  related  to  noise  and  visual  disturbance  to  residents  and  ground-based  recreation 
users,  and  impacts  to  wildlife,  by  imposing  the  following  restrictions  not  contained  in  the 
current  permits: 

• Reducing  the  number  of  authorized  landings  from  the  1999  authorized  use  level 
of  19,039 

• Limiting  landings  to  weekdays  only  in  the  existing  area  of  operations  and 
allowing  no  landings  on  the  three  major  holidays 

• Limiting  the  hours  landings  could  occur  to  between  8:30  a.m.  and  6:00  p.m.,  the 
shortest  operating  day  of  any  of  the  alternatives 

• Not  authorizing  motorized  snow  vehicle  tours  at  any  location  on  the  icefield 

• Not  authorizing  landings  within  the  trail  buffers  (0.5  mile  at  West  Glacier  Trail;  1 
mile  at  Herbert  Glacier  Trail) 

Alternative  C-Limit  Icefield  Landings  to  1999  Actual  Use  Level 

Under  this  alternative  (Figure  2-2),  special  use  permits  could  be  approved  through  2007. 
This  alternative  would  hold  the  authorized  landings  at  the  1999  actual  use  level  of  16,706, 
with  added  day  restrictions,  as  shown  in  Table  2-3. 

Landings  would  be  authorized  between  8:30  a.m.  and  8:00  p.m.,  6 days  a week  from  early 
May  through  late  September.  Landings  would  not  occur  on  Sunday  and  major  holidays(i.e., 
Memorial  Day,  Independence  Day,  and  Labor  Day).  Flight  paths  and  landing  sites  would 
remain  generally  the  same  as  currently  used.  All  flights  would  maintain  a minimum  distance 
of  1,500  feet  from  mountain  goats,  moose,  wolves,  and  bears  where  feasible.  The  proposed 
helicopter  and  fixed-wing  tour  with  landings  at  Antler  Glacier  Lake,  as  well  as  other  new 
areas  north  to  the  Haines/Juneau  Borough  line,  would  not  be  allowed.  No  motorized  snow 
vehicle  use  would  be  authorized  on  the  icefield. 
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Table  2-3.  Authorized  Maximum  Number  of  Landings  Each  Year-Alternative  C 

2003  2004  2005  2006  2007 

Number  of  landings  authorized  16,706  16,706  16,706  16,706  16,706 

% change  (from  previous  year)1  0 0 0 0 0 

Average  number  of  landings  per  day2 128  128 F28 128 128 

1 2003  shows  % change  from  actual  landings  in  1999  (16,706  landings). 

2 Based  on  a 128-day  season,  May  1 to  September  30;  no  operations  on  one  day  a week  and  holidays. 


All  operations  would  maintain  a minimum  0.5 -mile  landing  distance  from  the  end  of  the 
West  Glacier  Trail  and  a minimum  1-mile  landing  distance  buffer  from  the  end  of  the 
Herbert  Glacier  Trail,  as  shown  on  Figure  2-3.  These  trail  end  buffers,  which  do  not  exist 
under  the  existing  special  use  permits,  would  create  a no-landing  zone  to  reduce 
recreationists  ’ exposure  to  noise  when  they  have  reached  their  trail-end  destination. 

This  alternative  is  intended  to  address  issues  raised  in  prior  environmental  analysis  and 
appeals  related  to  noise  and  visual  disturbance  to  residents  and  ground-based  recreation 
users,  and  impacts  to  wildlife,  by  imposing  the  following  restrictions  not  contained  in  the 
current  permits: 

• Reducing  by  approximately  12  percent  the  number  of  authorized  landings  from 
the  1999  authorized  use  level  of  19,039  landings 

• Limiting  landings  to  6 days  a week  in  the  existing  area  of  operations  and  allowing 
no  landings  on  the  three  major  holidays 

• Not  authorizing  motorized  snow  vehicle  tours  at  any  location  on  the  icefield 

• Not  authorizing  landings  within  the  trail  buffers  (0.5  mile  at  West  Glacier  Trail;  1 
mile  at  Herbert  Glacier  Trail) 

Alternative  D-Limit  Icefield  Landings  to  1999  Authorized  Level 

Special  use  permits  could  be  approved  through  2007  under  this  alternative  (Figure  2-4). 

It  would  limit  helicopter  tour  landings  to  the  existing  authorized  level  of  19,039,  with 
limited  new  locations  and  day  restrictions,  as  shown  in  Table  2-4. 


Table  2-4.  Authorized  Maximum  Number  of  Landings  Each  Year-Alternative  D 

2003  2004  2005  2006  2007 

Number  of  landings  authorized  19,039  19,039  19,039  19,039  19,039 

% change  (from  previous  year)1  0 0 0 0 0 

Average  number  of  landings  per  day2 149  149  149  149  149 

1 2003  shows  % change  from  1999,  2000,  2001,  and  2002  authorized  landings  (19,039  landings). 

2 Based  on  a 128-day  season,  May  1 to  September  30;  no  operations  on  one  day  a week  and  holidays. 


Landings  would  be  authorized  between  8:30  a.m.  and  8:00  p.m.,  6 days  a week  from  early 
May  through  late  September  in  the  existing  areas  of  operation,  and  5 days  a week  in  the 
new  areas.  Flight  paths  would  remain  generally  the  same  as  currently  used,  although  new 
flight  paths  to  new  landing  areas  would  also  be  used.  Landings  would  not  be  allowed  on 
Sunday  and  major  holidays  (i.e.,  Memorial  Day,  Independence  Day,  and  Labor  Day)  in 
the  existing  areas.  Landing  tours  in  new  areas  north  to  the  Haines/Juneau  Borough  line 
would  be  allowed,  but  only  on  weekdays.  All  flights  would  maintain  a minimum  distance 
of  1,500  feet  from  mountain  goats,  moose,  wolves,  swans,  and  bears  in  the  existing  areas 
of  operation  and  a minimum  distance  of  1 mile  in  the  new  areas  where  feasible. 

Motorized  snow  vehicle  use  could  be  authorized  on  the  icefield  in  the  semi-remote 
recreation  LUD  only. 
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All  operations  would  maintain  a minimum  0.5-mile  landing  distance  from  the  end  of  the 
West  Glacier  Trail  and  a minimum  1-mile  landing  distance  buffer  from  the  end  of  the 
Herbert  Glacier  Trail,  as  shown  on  Figure  2-3.  These  trail  end  buffers,  which  do  not  exist 
under  the  existing  special  use  permits,  would  create  a no-landing  zone  to  reduce 
recreationists’  exposure  to  noise  when  they  have  reached  their  trail-end  destination. 

This  alternative  is  intended  to  address  issues  raised  in  prior  environmental  analysis  and 
appeals  related  to  noise  and  visual  disturbance  to  residents  and  ground-based  recreation 
users,  and  impacts  to  wildlife,  by  imposing  the  following  restrictions  not  contained  in  the 
current  permits: 

• Limiting  landing  tours  to  6 days  a week  in  the  existing  areas  of  operation,  and 
allowing  none  on  the  three  major  holidays 

• Limiting  landings  to  weekdays  only  and  allowing  none  on  the  three  major 
holidays  for  the  new  areas  of  operation,  including  Antler  Glacier  and  other  areas 
north  to  the  Haines/Juneau  Borough  line 

• Establishing  a minimum  l-mile  buffer  from  wildlife  in  new  areas  of  operation 

• Not  authorizing  motorized  snow  vehicle  tours  in  Remote  Recreation  LUDs 

• Not  authorizing  landings  within  the  trail  buffers  (0.5  mile  at  West  Glacier  Trail;  1 
mile  at  Herbert  Glacier  Trail) 

Alternative  E-Proposed  Action 


Special  use  permits  could  be  approved  through  2007  under  this  alternative  (Figure  2-5), 
which  would  limit  helicopter  tour  landings  to  the  existing  authorized  level  of  19,039,  with 
limited  new  locations  and  day  restrictions,  as  shown  in  Table  2-5. 


Table  2-5.  Authorized  Maximum  Number  of  Landings  Each  Year 

-Alternative  E 

2003 

2004  2005 

2006 

2007 

Number  of  landings  authorized 

19,039 

19,039  19,039 

19,039 

19,039 

% change  (from  previous  year)1 

0 

0 0 

0 

0 

Average  number  of  landings  per  day2 

124 

124  124 

124 

124 

1 2003  shows  % change  from  1999,  2000,  2001,  and  2002  authorized  use  (19,039  landings). 

2 Based  on  a 153-day  season,  May  1 to  September  30. 

Landings  in  the  existing  operating  areas  would  be  authorized  between  8:30  a.m.  and  8:00 
p.m.,  7 days  a week  from  May  1 through  the  end  of  September  and  5 days  per  week 
(Monday  through  Friday)  in  the  new  areas.  Flight  paths  would  remain  generally  the  same 
as  currently  used,  although  new  flight  paths  to  new  landing  areas  would  also  be  used.  The 
combination  helicopter  and  fixed-wing  tour  with  landings  at  Antler  Glacier  Lake  would 
be  allowed.  All  flights  would  maintain  a minimum  distance  of  1,500  feet  from  mountain 
goats,  moose,  wolves,  swans,  and  bears  in  existing  areas  of  operations  and  0.5  mile  in  the 
new  areas,  except  for  the  combination  fixed-wing  and  helicopter  tour  to  Antler  Glacier 
Lake,  where  both  the  fixed-wing  and  helicopter  landings  would  be  within  the  minimum 
wildlife  buffer.3  Motorized  snow  vehicle  use  could  be  authorized  on  the  icefield  in  areas 
with  a LUD  of  Semi-Remote  Recreation. 


3 At  the  time  that  Proposed  Action  was  published  in  the  Federal  Register  (February  1999),  the  Antler  Glacier  Lake 
proposal  had  not  been  explored  thoroughly  enough  to  determine  the  distance  between  wildlife  habitat  and  the  proposed 
flight  paths  and  associated  landings.  Further  analysis  has  revealed  that  the  Antler  Glacier  Lake  proposal  does  not  meet 
the  minimum  wildlife  buffer  requirements  identified  in  the  Forest  Plan,  nor  does  it  meet  the  more  restrictive  wildlife 
buffer  requirement  identified  in  this  alternative.  For  analytical  purposes,  however,  and  to  retain  all  of  the  items  proposed 
for  review  in  the  Federal  Register  notice,  the  Antler  Glacier  Lake  proposal  is  included  in  Alternative  E,  and  the  impacts 
are  disclosed  in  Chapter  4,  Environmental  Consequences. 
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All  operations  would  maintain  a minimum  0.5 -mile  landing  distance  from  the  end  of  the 
West  Glacier  Trail  and  a minimum  1-mile  landing  distance  buffer  from  the  end  of  the 
Herbert  Glacier  Trail,  as  shown  on  Figure  2-3.  These  trail  end  buffers,  which  do  not  exist 
under  the  existing  special  use  permits,  would  create  a no-landing  zone  to  reduce 
recreationists ’ exposure  to  noise  when  they  have  reached  their  trail-end  destination. 
Commercial  tours  would  be  allowed  to  land  within  these  buffers  before  June  1 of  the 
current  operating  season  if  snow  conditions  prohibit  safe  landings  on  the  upper  portions 
of  the  glaciers  where  landings  have  been  authorized. 

This  alternative  is  intended  to  address  issues  raised  in  prior  environmental  analysis  and 
appeals  related  to  noise  and  visual  disturbance  to  residents  and  ground-based  recreation 
users,  and  impacts  to  wildlife,  by  imposing  the  following  restrictions  not  contained  in  the 
current  permits: 

• Limiting  landings  to  weekdays  only  and  allowing  none  on  the  three  major 
holidays  for  the  new  areas  of  operation,  including  Antler  Glacier  Lake  and  other 
areas  north  to  the  Haines/Juneau  Borough  line 

• Establishing  a minimum  0.5-mile  wildlife  resource  buffer  in  new  areas  of 
operation,  with  the  exception  of  landings  at  Antler  Glacier  Lake 

• Not  authorizing  motorized  snow  vehicle  tours  in  Remote  Recreation  LUDs 

• Not  authorizing  landings  on  Eagle  Glacier  or  Death  Valley 

• Not  authorizing  landings  within  the  trail  end  buffers  on  Herbert  Glacier  Trail  or 
West  Glacier  Trail  except  as  necessary  during  the  early  part  of  the  season  when 
snow  and  ice  conditions  higher  up  on  these  two  glaciers  prohibit  safe  landings. 

Alternative  F-Increase  Authorized  Icefield  Landings  5 Percent  Annually, 
with  New  Locations 

This  alternative  (Figure  2-6)  parallels  the  estimated  growth  in  cruise  ship  passengers  to 
Juneau,  based  on  the  Juneau  Convention  and  Visitors  Bureau  1999  report  and  personal 
communications  with  the  JCVB  (2001a,  2001b,  2001c).  With  this  alternative,  special  use 
permits  could  be  approved  through  2007.  This  alternative  would  authorize  an  increase  in 
the  number  of  helicopter  landings  to  24,299  by  the  fifth  year  of  operations.  This  is 
approximately  a 5 percent  increase  each  year  from  the  1999-2002  annual  authorized  level 
of  19,039,  as  shown  in  Table  2-6. 


Table  2-6.  Authorized  Maximum  Number  of  Landings  Each  Year-Alternative  F 

2003 

2004 

2005  2006 

2007 

Number  of  landings  authorized 

19,991 

20,990 

22,040  23,142 

24,299 

% change  (from  previous  year)1 

+5 

+5 

+5  +5 

+5 

Average  number  of  landings  per  day2 

131 

137 

144  151 

158 

1 2003  shows  % change  from  1999,  2000,  2001,  and  2002  authorized  use  (19,039  landings). 

2 Based  on  a 153-day  season,  May  1 to  September  30 

Landings  would  be  authorized  between  8:30  a.m.  and  8:00  p.m.,  7 days  a week  from  early 
May  through  late  September  in  the  existing  operating  areas.  Flight  paths  would  remain 
generally  the  same  as  currently  used,  although  new  flight  paths  to  new  landing  areas 
would  also  be  used.  All  flights  would  maintain  a minimum  distance  of  1 ,500  feet  from 
mountain  goats,  moose,  wolves,  swans,  and  bears  in  existing  areas  of  operations  and  a 
0.5-mile  distance  in  new  areas,  where  feasible.  The  proposed  tour  allowing  snow  vehicles 
on  the  icefield  would  be  allowed  in  areas  with  a LUD  of  Semi-Remote  Recreation.  The 
helicopter  tours  with  landings  on  Eagle  Glacier  and  in  Death  Valley,  and  landing  tours  in 
areas  north  to  the  Haines/Juneau  Borough  line  would  be  allowed  7 days  a week. 
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All  operations  would  maintain  a minimum  0.5-mile  landing  distance  from  the  end  of  the 
West  Glacier  Trail  and  a minimum  1-mile  landing  distance  buffer  from  the  ends  of  the 
Herbert  Glacier  and  Eagle  Glacier  trails,  as  shown  on  Figure  2-3.  These  trail  end  buffers, 
which  do  not  exist  under  the  existing  special  use  permits,  would  create  a no-landing  zone 
to  reduce  recreationists ’ exposure  to  noise  when  they  have  reached  their  trail-end 
destination.  Commercial  tours  would  be  allowed  to  land  within  these  buffers  before 
June  1 of  the  current  operating  season  if  snow  conditions  prohibit  safe  landings  on  the 
upper  portions  of  the  glaciers  where  landings  have  been  authorized. 

This  alternative  would  respond  to  the  helicopter  tour  companies’  requests  for  increased 
landings  and  landings  in  new  areas.  It  addresses  the  issues  of  noise  and  visual  disturbance 
to  residents,  ground-based  recreation  users,  and  wildlife  by  imposing  the  same  restrictions 
that  are  currently  in  the  special  use  authorizations,  with  the  addition  of: 

• Establishing  a minimum  0.5-mile  wildlife  resource  buffer  in  new  areas  of  operation 

• Establishing  trail  end  buffers  for  landings  at  Herbert  Glacier,  West  Glacier,  and 
Eagle  Glacier  trails,  where  landings  would  be  prohibited  except  as  necessary 
during  the  early  part  of  the  season  when  snow  and  ice  conditions  higher  on  the 
glaciers  would  prevent  safe  landings 

• Not  authorizing  motorized  snow  vehicle  tours  in  Remote  Recreation  LUDs 

Alternative  G-Increase  Authorized  Icefield  Landings  10  Percent  Annually, 
with  New  Locations 

This  alternative  (Figure  2-7)  best  represents  the  requests  from  the  helicopter  companies 
that  conduct  icefield  landing  tours.  With  this  alternative,  special  use  permits  could  be 
approved  through  2007.  This  alternative  would  authorize  an  increase  in  the  number  of 
helicopter  landings  to  30,662  by  the  fifth  year  of  operations.  This  is  approximately  a 
10  percent  increase  each  year  from  the  1999-2002  annual  authorized  level  of  19,039,  as 
shown  in  Table  2-7. 


Table  2-7.  Authorized  Maximum  Number  of  Landings  Each  Year- 

-Alternative  G 

2003 

2004  2005 

2006 

2007 

Number  of  landings  authorized 

20,943 

23,037  25,341  27,875 

30,662 

% change  (from  previous  year)1 

+ 10 

+10  +10 

+ 10 

+10 

Average  number  of  landings  per  day2 

139 

151  166 

182 

200 

1 2003  shows  % change  from  1999,  2000,  2001,  and  2002  authorized  use  (19,039  landings). 

2 Based  on  a 153-day  season,  May  1 to  September  30. 

Landings  would  be  authorized  between  8:30  a.m.  and  8:00  p.m.,  7 days  a week  from  early 
May  through  late  September.  Flight  paths  would  remain  generally  the  same  as  those 
currently  used,  although  new  flight  paths  to  new  landing  areas  would  also  be  used.  All 
flights  would  maintain  a distance  of  1,500  feet  from  mountain  goats,  moose,  wolves,  swans, 
and  bears  in  all  areas,  where  feasible.  The  proposed  tour  allowing  snow  vehicles  on  the 
icefield  would  be  allowed  in  Remote  and  Semi-Remote  Recreation  LUDs.  All  helicopter 
tours  with  landings  in  new  areas  north  to  the  Haines/Juneau  Borough  line,  as  well  as  new 
landing  tours  at  Eagle  Glacier  and  Death  Valley,  would  be  allowed  7 days  a week. 

This  alternative  is  intended  to  address  issues  raised  in  prior  environmental  analysis  and 
appeals  related  to  noise  and  visual  disturbance  to  residents  and  ground-based  recreation 
users,  and  impacts  to  wildlife,  by  maintaining  restrictions  contained  in  the  current  permits. 
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Alternative  H-Preferred  Alternative 

Special  use  permits  could  be  approved  through  2007  under  this  alternative  (Figure  2-8). 
This  alternative  would  limit  helicopter  tour  landings  at  the  existing  authorized  level  of 
19,039  in  2003  and  2004  and  would  increase  authorized  landings  5 percent  annually  from 
2005  through  2007.  This  alternative  would  authorize  an  increase  in  the  number  of 
helicopter  landings  to  22,040  by  the  fifth  year  of  operations  (2007).  This  is 
approximately  a 5 percent  increase  each  year  from  2005  through  2007  compared  to  the 
1999-2002  annual  authorized  level  of  19,039,  as  shown  in  Table  2-8. 


Table  2-8.  Authorized  Maximum  Number  of  Landings  Each  Year- 

-Alternative  H 

2003  2004 

2005 

2006 

2007 

Number  of  landings  authorized 

19,039  19,039 

19,991 

20,990 

22,040 

% change  (from  previous  year)1 

0 0 

+5 

+5 

+5 

Average  number  of  landings  per  day2 

124  124 

131 

137 

144 

1 2003  shows  % change  from  1999,  2000,  2001,  and  2002  authorized  use  (19,039  landings). 

2 Based  on  a 153-day  season,  May  1 to  September  30 

Landings  would  be  authorized  between  8:30  a.m.  and  8:00  p.m.,  7 days  a week  from  early 
May  through  late  September  in  the  existing  operating  areas  and  Death  Valley.  Flight 
paths  would  remain  generally  the  same  as  currently  used,  although  new  flight  paths  to  new 
landing  areas  would  also  be  used.  All  flights  would  maintain  a minimum  distance  of 
1,500  feet  from  mountain  goats,  moose,  wolves,  swans,  and  bears,  as  well  as  Steller  sea 
lions,  humpback  whales,  harbor  seals,  and  other  marine  mammals.  No  motorized  snow 
vehicle  use  would  be  authorized  on  the  icefield. 

This  alternative  is  intended  to  address  issues  raised  in  prior  environmental  analysis  and 
appeals  related  to  noise  and  visual  disturbance  to  residents  and  ground-based  recreation 
users,  and  impacts  to  wildlife,  by  imposing  the  following  restrictions  not  contained  in  the 
current  permits: 

• Not  authorizing  motorized  snow  vehicle  tours  at  any  location  on  the  icefield 

• Not  authorizing  landings  north  of  the  1995  EIS  study  area  or  on  Eagle  Glacier 

• Not  authorizing  enclave  development  at  Death  Valley 

Mitigating  Measures  and  Conditions  Common  to  all 
Action  Alternatives 

All  Juneau  Icefield  commercial  landing  tours  and  associated  activities  will  be  conducted 
in  accordance  with  the  laws,  regulations,  or  operational  requirements  that  any  other 
federal,  state,  or  municipal  government  develops  for  the  affected  area  of  Juneau  (for 
example,  specific  flight  routes,  altitudes,  noise  ordinances,  limited  number  of  flights, 
limited  days  or  hours  of  operations,  etc.). 

• The  following  mitigating  measures  apply  to  the  Juneau  Icefield  commercial 
landing  tours  and  associated  activities  that  are  authorized  by  the  Forest  Service 
and  administered  through  special  use  permits.  For  the  most  part,  the  locations  of 
landing  sites  and  their  associated  flight  routes  will  be  as  identified  and  analyzed 
in  the  FEIS  and  the  ROD.  Actual  flight  routes  and  landing  sites  may  vary  for  a 
variety  of  reasons,  including  other  users,  direction  from  the  Juneau  ATCT, 
weather,  and  landing  site  surface  conditions.  For  all  mitigations,  exceptions  may 
be  made  for  aircraft  and  passenger  safety.  Aircraft  and  passenger  safety  will  take 
precedence  over  these  mitigating  measures. 
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Many  conditions  are  spelled  out  in  each  company’s  operating  plan  under  the  special  use 
permit.  A sample  operating  plan  is  included  in  Appendix  C.  Some  of  the  specific  terms 
include  the  following: 

• Trails  and  enclave  structures  will  be  designed  and  located  to  blend  with  the 
icefield  surroundings  and  reasonably  minimize  visual  impact.  Doghouses,  for 
example,  will  be  white.  Exceptions  will  be  made  as  necessary  for  safety,  such  as 
colored  flagging  or  fencing  to  prevent  visitors  from  straying  into  potentially 
hazardous  areas. 

• All  structures,  supplies,  gear,  etc.  will  be  completely  removed  from  the  icefield  at 
the  end  of  the  season. 

• All  food  brought  to  the  icefield  will  be  stored  in  sealed  plastic  containers. 

• All  gray  water,  human  waste  and  dog  waste  will  be  stored  in  sealed  leakproof 
containers,  and  will  be  transported  off  site  to  an  approved  waste  disposal  site. 

• No  more  than  three  55-gallon  drums  of  waste  and  wastewater  may  be  stored  at  an 
activity  site  at  any  given  time. 

• Dog  kennels  will  be  cleaned  four  times  a day,  and  dog  waste  will  be  removed 
from  trails  at  least  once  each  day. 

• Propane  will  be  used  in  all  cooking  and  heating  stoves,  minimizing  the  possibility 
of  any  fuel  leaks  or  spills  on  the  icefield. 

• Gasoline-powered  generators  may  be  used  to  charge  radio  batteries  and  power 
small  handheld  tools,  but  no  more  than  5 gallons  of  gasoline  will  be  allowed  on 
the  icefield  at  any  time. 

• Gasoline  and  oil  will  be  stored  in  tight  metal  or  plastic  containers  to  prevent  spills. 

• All  petroleum  products  and  equipment  that  are  power  by  such  will  be  handled, 
stored,  and  maintained  in  catchment  basins  and/or  double-walled  tanks,  and 
absorbent  cloths  will  be  readily  available  in  case  of  any  spills. 

• All  visitors  will  be  taught  and  expected  to  practice  low-impact,  Leave  No  Trace  ethics. 

The  buffers  for  recreation,  wildlife,  and  the  Juneau  Icefield  Research  Program  (JIRP)  are 
measured  from  these  resources  of  concern.  The  specified  distances  can  be  attained 
vertically  or  horizontally  as  shown  in  two  dimensions  in  Figure  2-9.  The  actual  buffer 
distance  would  be  measured  in  a 3-dimensional  format,  as  opposed  to  the  2-dimensional 
line  shown  on  Figure  2-9.  This  method  of  measurement  is  important  for  determining 
appropriate  flight  approaches  and  takeoffs  from  landing  sites  that  are  adjacent  to 
mountain  goat  habitat,  and  maximizing  distances  away  from  the  resources  of  concern. 

In  addition  to  the  limitations  discussed  in  the  alternatives  (Table  2-1 ),  the  operational 
guidelines  outlined  below  will  be  required  for  all  action  alternatives  (Alternatives  B 
through  H). 

All  authorized  operations  must  meet  FAA  requirements  to  achieve  safe  air  operations 
regarding  routing,  airspace  separation,  and  coordination  with  other  operators.  Each 
company  under  permit  to  provide  commercial  landing  tours  and  associated  activities  on 
the  Juneau  Icefield  is  required  to  submit  and  abide  by  an  Operating  Plan  that  provides 
documentation  of  safety  procedures,  training,  communications,  emergency  contact 
procedures,  and  mitigations  designed  to  ensure  safe  outfitter  and  guiding  operations.  The 
Operating  Plan  must  be  approved  by  the  Forest  Service  and  will  be  a part  of  the  special 
use  permit.  As  a minimum,  each  Operating  Plan  will  include  the  following  terms 
and  conditions: 
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1 . All  helicopters  and  pilots  will  meet  certification  and  maintenance  requirements  of 
the  FAA. 

2.  All  flight  operations  will  be  conducted  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  FAA  and  will 
adhere  to  FAR  Part  135  requirements. 

3.  All  flight  operations  must  meet  FAA  requirements  to  achieve  safe  air  operations 
(routing,  airspace  separation,  and  coordination  with  other  operators). 

4.  Authorized  operators  will  be  required  to  provide  a professional  Avalanche  Hazard 
Analysis  for  all  proposed  landing  sites  prior  to  an  approval  for  minor  development 
occupancy  and  use.  Landings  involving  minor  development  occupancy  and  use  will 
not  be  authorized  in  areas  where  avalanche  hazards  have  been  identified. 

5.  Due  to  the  constantly  changing  character  of  the  glaciers,  landing  sites  can  vary  on  a 
daily  basis  and  need  to  be  regularly  evaluated  for  their  suitability.  The  following  are 
factors  that  must  be  considered  when  choosing  a landing  site: 

• Crevasses  - The  landing  site  should  be  relatively  free  of  crevasses  in  the 
immediate  vicinity  to  allow  for  safe  egress  of  passengers  and  to  assure  a stable 
landing  site  for  the  helicopter.  If  landing  on  snow,  extra  caution  needs  to  be 
exercised  in  evaluating  the  potential  for  crevasses  that  are  hidden  by  the  snow. 

• Icefalls  - Any  hanging  glacier  within  the  immediate  vicinity  of  the  ground  site 
must  be  regarded  as  a possible  hazard.  Landing  areas  should  be  far  enough  away 
from  any  icefalls  to  minimize  the  possibility  of  falling  ice  reaching  the  site. 

• Avalanches  - Most  slopes  on  the  Juneau  Icefield  that  extend  past  4,000  feet  in 
elevation  can  retain  a substantial  snow  pack  throughout  the  summer  season.  The 
potential  instability  of  the  snow  pack,  particularly  those  having  slope  angles 
between  20  degrees  and  50  degrees,  should  be  taken  into  account  when 
evaluating  a possible  glacier  landing  site.  Sites  should  be  located  well  away  from 
any  such  slope,  especially  after  heavy  snow  fall  on  higher  elevations. 

• Rockfall  - All  glacier  landing  sites  should  be  located  clear  of  any  massive  rock 
outcrops  that  may  present  a danger  from  rockfall.  All  rock  outcrops  should  be 
considered  potentially  loose. 

• Site  Grade  - Selected  sites  must  have  a nearly  level  grade.  Sites  that  are  not  level 
increase  the  chances  of  the  helicopter  slipping  during  landing,  takeoff,  or  while 
sitting  on  the  ice,  possibly  resulting  in  an  accident. 

The  intent  of  these  mitigating  measures  and  conditions  is  to  minimize  adverse  impacts  to 

wildlife  resources. 

1.  Helicopters  will  maintain  a 1,500-foot  vertical  or  horizontal  clearance  from 
traditional  summer  and  kidding  habitat  and  animals  whenever  feasible.  Where 
feasible,  flight  paths  should  avoid  known  mountain  goat  kidding  areas  from  May  1 5 
through  June  15.  Pilots  will  not  compromise  safety.  This  1,500-foot  minimum  buffer 
will  be  adopted  as  a condition  for  black  and  brown  bear,  wolves,  moose,  trumpeter 
swans,  and  marine  mammals  including  Steller  sea  lions,  humpback  whales,  and 
harbor  seals,  under  all  alternatives  except  Alternative  E.  The  only  exception  under 
Alternative  E is  for  the  Antler  Glacier  Lake  landing,  as  described  earlier  in  this 
chapter  under  the  description  of  the  Proposed  Action. 

2.  A 1-mile  buffer  will  be  established  between  helicopter  landing  sites  and  important 
mountain  goat  kidding  areas  identified  on  Figure  2-10  during  the  kidding  season  of 
May  15  to  June  15  each  year,  where  feasible. 

At  historically  used  sites  on  Norris,  Mendenhall,  Herbert,  and  Gilkey  glaciers,  if  the 
1-mile  or  more  buffer  cannot  be  feasibly  achieved,  a minimum  1,500-foot  buffer  will 
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Figure  2-9.  Standard  1 ,500-Foot  Wildlife  Buffer 
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be  maintained.  If  landing  activities  occur  within  the  1-mile  buffer,  additional 
mitigation  measures  will  be  followed,  including  approaching  landing  sites  from  the 
center  of  the  glacier  (as  far  from  goats  and  kidding  habitat  as  possible)  and 
approaching  landing  sites  below  the  elevation  of  goats,  if  terrain  and  weather  allow. 

If  landing  activities  occur  within  the  1-mile  buffer,  monitoring  will  help  determine  if 
long-term  habitat  productivity  and  viability  of  mountain  goat  populations  is  being 
maintained,  and  if  additional  mitigation  measures  are  warranted.  Monitoring  at  these 
sites  will  include  mapping  habitat  use  before  and  during  the  kidding  season,  and 
observing  behavior  of  kid  groups  during  overflights.  Monitoring  will  continue  until 
sufficient  data  are  gathered  to  determine  if  negative  effects  are  occurring  to  mountain 
goats,  or  if  other  mitigation  measures  need  to  be  applied.  The  Forest  Service  has  no 
indications  of  mountain  goat  population  declines,  adverse  impacts,  or  problems  in 
these  areas.  On  Mendenhall  and  Herbert  glaciers,  landing  activities  will  be  moved 
from  the  lower  sites  to  the  upper  sites  as  soon  as  snow  and  ice  conditions  allow.  At 
newly  proposed  landing  sites,  the  more  restrictive  1-mile  buffer  will  be  applied 
during  the  kidding  season. 

3.  A minimum  1,320-foot  (0.25-mile)  clearance  will  be  maintained  from  all  active  bald 
eagle  nests,  as  required  by  an  Interagency  Agreement  between  the  USFWS  and  the 
Forest  Service.  All  nests  are  considered  active  from  March  1 to  May  31.  Nests  used 
for  nesting  activity  are  considered  through  August  3 1 . 

4.  A minimum  of  a 3,000-foot  vertical  and  horizontal  buffer  will  be  maintained  from 
critical  Steller  sea  lion  habitat  designated  by  the  NMFS  on  Benjamin  Island  (50  CFR 
Part  226.202)  (Figure  2-10). 

5.  If  wildlife  are  observed  in  areas  not  identified  on  Figure  2-10,  pilots  must  not  hover, 
circle,  harass,  or  pursue  wildlife  in  any  way. 

6.  Permitted  helicopter  operators  will  develop  an  educational/interpretive  display  for 
helicopter  pilots  and  clients  detailing  current  and  appropriate  aircraft  behavior 
relative  to  wildlife.  Emphasis  should  be  on  the  importance  of  maintaining  the 
minimum  specified  wildlife  resource  buffers  to  protect  the  animals’  health  and  well- 
being. The  Forest  Service  and  the  permitted  operator(s)  will  agree  on  the  format  of 
this  message  as  part  of  the  special  use  permit  Operating  Plans. 

The  intent  of  the  following  mitigating  measures  is  to  minimize  adverse  impacts  to 
recreationists  and  the  recreation  resources  in  the  Tongass  National  Forest.  The  affected 
recreation  resources  include  the  Forest  Service-managed  trails  and  cabins  in  the  Juneau 
Ranger  District,  but  does  not  include  the  Heintzleman,  Blackerby,  and  Mt.  McGinnis 
ridge  routes  because  these  are  not  designated  trails  managed  by  the  Forest  Service.  These 
mitigating  measures  also  do  not  apply  to  trails  and  cabins  on  non-NFS  land. 

1.  A buffer  distance  of  1,500  feet  (vertically  and  horizontally)  from  trails,  cabins,  and 
recreation  sites  is  recommended  to  minimize  noise  impacts  and  visual  impacts  to 
recreationists.  All  operations  must  (except  in  emergency)  maintain  the  specified 
buffers  from  Forest  Service  recreation  facilities,  including  trails,  cabins,  and 
developed  recreation  sites. 

The  trails  that  this  mitigating  measure  applies  to  include  Montana  Creek,  Spaulding 
Meadows,  Auke  Nu,  Herbert  Glacier,  Amalga  (Eagle),  Windfall,  Peterson  Lake,  East 
Glacier,  West  Glacier,  and  Nugget  Creek.  The  cabins  that  this  mitigating  measure 
applies  to  include  Eagle  Glacier,  Berners  Bay,  John  Muir,  Peterson  Lake,  and 
Dan  Moller. 
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There  is  one  exception  to  the  specified  1,500-foot  recreation  resource  buffer  due  to 
established  flight  routes  and  altitudes  required  for  safety  in  the  immediate  airport 
vicinity.  The  trails  near  the  Mendenhall  traffic  (West  Glacier  Trail,  Spaulding 
Meadows  Trail,  the  southerly  section  of  Montana  Creek  Trail,  and  the  Auke  Nu  Trail 
leading  to  John  Muir  cabin)  may  experience  icefield  landing  tour  over-flights  lower 
than  the  1,500-foot  buffer  due  to  established  flight  routes  and  altitudes  that  are 
maintained  for  safety  in  this  high-use  air  traffic  area  in  the  Juneau  Airport  vicinity. 
Shifting  the  flight  paths  away  from  these  recreation  resources  would  displace  the 
noise  impacts  to  residential  areas.  Additionally,  requiring  pilots  to  climb  to  the 
higher  altitudes  (1,500  feet  AGL)  in  this  vicinity  would  cause  an  unsafe  situation  due 
to  other  air  traffic  that  is  directed  to  fly  at  specific  altitudes  in  this  congested  air 
traffic  area.  Trail  users  should  expect  to  experience  noise  and  visual  disturbance 
associated  with  tour  helicopters  and  other  aircraft  in  this  recreation  resource  area. 

2.  The  Mendenhall  Glacier  Recreation  Area  (MGRA)  is  off-limits  to  helicopter  landing 
tours  under  all  alternatives. 

3.  Minor  development  activities,  such  as  dogsled  mushing  camps  or  large  group 
facilities,  are  limited  to  areas  that  have  natural  physical  barriers  such  as  mountain 
ridges  or  terrain  that  prevent  the  sight  and  sound  of  these  activities  from  reaching 
other  use  areas.  The  specific  location  and  the  distance  between  these  activities  and 
landing  sites  depend  on  the  weather  conditions,  seasonal  changes  of  icefield  surface 
conditions,  timing,  nature  of  the  activity,  and  threshold  of  use.  Use  and  occupancy  of 
any  site  will  be  determined  on  a case-by-case  basis. 

The  intent  of  the  following  JIRP  mitigating  measures  is  to  avoid  unnecessary  disturbance 
to  JIRP  activities.  Research  activities  such  as  seismic  data  collection  can  be  adversely 
affected  by  nearby  aircraft  operation.  In  addition,  the  frequent  helicopter  tour  traffic 
disturbs  the  educational  setting  for  the  JIRP  students  and  instructors.  The  following 
mitigating  measures  limit  the  helicopter  landing  tour  operators  to  avoid  the  JIRP  facilities 
and  participants  so  they  can  carry  out  their  research  activities  under  optimal  conditions. 
JIRP  Camp  10,  Camp  17,  and  Camp  18,  and  the  landing  buffers  are  shown  on  Figure  2-3. 
The  following  limitations  are  intended  to  minimize  effects  to  the  JIRP: 

1 . All  helicopter  operations  will  work  in  cooperation  with  JIRP  to  avoid  any  active  JIRP 
camp  or  field  activities. 

2.  All  helicopter  landing  operations  will  maintain  a minimum  5-mile  landing  buffer 
from  Camps  10  and  18  during  JIRP  operations  (unless  otherwise  agreed  to  among 
JIRP,  the  helicopter  tour  operators,  and  the  Forest  Service). 

3.  All  helicopter  flight  operations  are  recommended  to  maintain  a minimum  1 ,500-foot 
above  ground  level  (AGL)  buffer  from  all  JIRP  camps  and  activity  areas. 


Monitoring 

The  Forest  Service  will  conduct  monitoring  activities  to  determine  whether  the  mitigating 
measures  described  above  are  effective  and  meet  the  intent  of  the  special  use.  Monitoring 
activities  will  include  field  observations  along  Forest  Service  trails,  Forest  Service  cabins, 
and  wildlife  areas.  The  Forest  Service  also  will  conduct  on-site  inspections  of  the 
permitted  outfitter  guided  activities  on  the  Juneau  Icefield.  Comments  provided  by 
Juneau  residents  and  Tongass  National  Forest  users  will  be  reviewed  as  part  of  the 
monitoring  program. 

If  the  Forest  Service  finds  the  mitigating  measures  are  not  effective  in  their  intent, 
additional  requirements,  limitations,  or  more  mitigating  measures  may  be  developed  and 
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incorporated  as  stipulations  to  the  commercial  use  permit  authorizations.  All  operators 
will  be  asked  to  report  observations  of  mountain  goats,  brown  and  black  bears,  moose, 
wolves,  and  wolverines  to  the  Forest  Service  by  November  1 of  the  operating  year.  All 
operators  will  be  asked  to  report  to  the  USFWS  office  and  the  Forest  Service  any  eagle 
nests  found  that  are  not  indicated  on  Figure  2-10. 


Satellite 

Heliports 


Forest  Service- 
Designated  Flight 
Paths 


Alternatives  Eliminated  from  Detailed  Study 

Several  options  were  considered  for  the  DEIS,  but  were  not  carried  forward  as 
alternatives.  These  options  and  the  reasons  for  not  considering  them  are  discussed  below. 

All  helicopter  flights  that  are  in  association  with  the  Juneau  Icefield  commercial  landing 
tours  originate  from  the  Juneau  Airport  or  other  CBJ-approved  heliports  (see  Figure  1-5). 
Some  Juneau  residents  have  promoted  the  concept  of  satellite  heliports  as  the  most  viable 
solution  to  the  noise  problem  in  Juneau  (TAC,  1999b,  2000b).  Table  2-9  lists  some  of  the 
sites  that  have  been  considered.  The  CBJ  has  recently  released  Michael  Baker  and 
BridgeNet  International’s  Alternative  Heliport  Site  Analysis  (2001)  that  evaluates  and 
recommends  alternative  heliport  sites.  As  discussed  in  Chapter  1,  under  Current  and 
Ongoing  Activities,  recommended  sites  include  Montana  Creek  in  the  north  and  Dupont 
in  the  south.  The  analysis  also  found  that  if  flightseeing  tours  moved  from  the  Juneau 
Airport  and  the  Era  base  to  these  two  alternative  sites,  the  number  of  homes  in  the  6,000- 
foot  (1.1 -mile)  noise  corridor  would  be  reduced  from  6,037  to  zero  (Michael  Baker  and 
BridgeNet  International,  2001).  The  results  of  this  analysis  are  currently  being  reviewed 
and  action  is  being  considered  by  the  CBJ. 

While  the  Forest  Service  cannot  require  relocation  of  private  heliports,  should  satellite 
heliport(s)  be  developed,  the  Forest  Service  would  evaluate  the  effects  of  new  flight  paths 
in  association  with  the  landing  tours,  and  document  that  analysis  and  proposed  changes  in 
accordance  with  NEPA  and  Forest  Service  policy  and  procedures.  Because  special  use 
permits  resulting  from  this  2002  decision  would  be  issued  and  operating  well  before  a 
satellite  heliport  could  be  approved  and  operational,  this  alternative  was  eliminated  from 
further  study. 

The  alternative  of  authorizing  only  those  helicopter  landings  on  the  icefield  that  used 
Forest  Service-designated  flight  paths  was  dismissed  for  several  reasons.  As  discussed  in 
Chapter  1,  the  Forest  Service  does  not  have  the  authority  to  stipulate  or  enforce  flight 
paths  for  aircraft.  In  addition,  assuming  that  heliports  remain  at  the  current  locations,  the 
flight  paths  used  are  generally  dictated  by  the  weather.  Because  of  the  proximity  of 
residential  areas  to  one  another,  moving  flight  paths  one  way  or  the  other  would  reduce 
impacts  to  some  residents,  but  would  increase  impacts  to  others  by  rerouting  flights  over 
other  residents.  Therefore,  directing  the  helicopter  tour  companies  to  fly  specific  routes 
would  not  be  within  Forest  Service  authority  and  would  not  decrease  impacts  but,  rather, 
would  displace  them  to  other  areas. 

Alternative  routes,  altitudes,  zones,  poor  weather  route  variables,  and  scheduling  of 
helicopter  flights  were  considered  under  the  CBJ-contracted  noise  studies  to  identify 
possible  new  routes.  This  involves  modeling  the  effects  of  differing  flight  densities  (i.e., 
spreading  out  individual  aircraft  in  a flight,  or  group,  vs.  decreasing  spacing  between 
aircraft)  and  of  differing  number  of  aircraft  per  flight  (flights  of  5 vs.  flights  of  12,  for 
example).  Because  the  effects  of  these  scenarios  are  speculative  at  this  time,  this 
alternative  was  eliminated  from  further  study. 
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Table  2-9.  Possible  Satellite  Heliport  Locations 

1 . Montana  Creek:  Area  at  the  confluence  of  Montana  Creek  and  McGinnis  Creek. 

2.  Lemon  Creek:  Area  upstream  from  prison  known  as  Hidden  Valley. 

3.  Big  Rock  Dump:  Area  bounded  by  Taku  Oil,  access  road  to  Taku  Oil,  Gastineau 
Channel,  and  Alaska  Marine  Lines  barge  facility. 

4.  Little  Rock  Dump. 

5.  Mine  Portal:  AJ  Mine  Portal  at  Sheep  Creek. 

6.  Eaglecrest:  Eaglecrest  Ski  Area  parking  lot. 

7.  Eaglecrest  Quarry:  Rock  quarry  west  of  Eaglecrest  Road  approximately  0.5  mile 
from  end  of  single  lane,  gravel  road  at  approximately  mile  0.7  of  Eaglecrest  Road. 

8.  Peterson  Creek:  North  of  Glacier  Highway  on  firewood  road  at  approximately  mile 
25  Glacier  Highway  near  Peterson  Creek. 

9.  Barge:  Barge  to  be  located  at  suitable  moorages. 

10.  Gastineau  Channel  East:  Area  at  lower  end  of  Gastineau  Channel  known  as  Dupont. 

1 1 . Gastineau  Channel  West:  CBJ  lands  on  west  side  of  lower  Gastineau  Channel  just 
up-channel  from  Marmion  Island. 

12.  West  Douglas:  CBJ  lands  on  the  west  side  of  Douglas  Island. 

13.  Herbert  River:  Lands  south  and  west  of  the  Glacier  Highway  Bridge  crossing  the 
Herbert  River.  There  are  other  possible  locations  in  this  vicinity. 

14.  Bridget  Cove:  CBJ  lands  out  Glacier  Highway  north  of  Bridget  Cove. 

15.  Yankee  Cove:  Lands  out  Glacier  Highway  around  Yankee  Cove. 

16.  Auke  Rec:  Rock  Quarry  on  new  Auke  Rec  Cut-off  road.  There  are  other  possible 
sites  in  the  vicinity. 

17.  Visitor  Center:  Mendenhall  Glacier  Visitor  Center/Dredge  Lakes  area.  There  are  a 
number  of  possible  sites  in  the  vicinity.  An  example  is  the  area  east  of  the  Visitor 
Center  access  road  along  the  old  road.  Another  example  is  an  area  near  and  south  of 
the  bus  parking  lot. 

18.  Rifle  Range:  The  rifle  range  on  Montana  Creek  Road. 

19.  Airport:  Juneau  International  Airport. 


Maximum 
Requested 
Landings  (41,691) 


Tours  Concentrated 
in  One  Area 


Helicopter  companies  were  asked  to  provide  their  estimated  maximum  number  of  landings 
per  year  through  2006.  Collectively,  they  added  up  to  41,691  landings,  and  it  appears  that 
each  company  assumed  it  would  get  the  full  share  of  any  estimated  market  growth.  Cruise 
ship  passenger  growth  over  the  past  1 5 years  has  averaged  approximately  1 0 percent 
annually,  and  is  forecast  at  5 percent  annually  beyond  2000.  Actual  helicopter  landings 
leveled  off  at  less  than  1 7,000  landings  per  year  in  1 998  through  2000,  possibly  due  to  poor 
weather,  market  saturation,  or  other  reasons.  Because  there  appears  to  be  no  analytical  basis 
for  the  nearly  42,000  landings,  this  alternative  was  eliminated  from  further  study. 

One  suggestion  has  been  made  to  concentrate  the  majority  or  all  of  the  flights  and 
associated  landings  into  one  area  of  the  icefield  so  that  helicopter  flight  impacts  would 
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also  be  concentrated  in  one  area,  thus  promoting  the  expectation  that  there  would  be  few 
or  no  helicopter  tour  overflights  in  other  areas.  This  alternative  was  eliminated  from 
consideration  because  it  is  not  practical.  Lower  Taku  Glacier  is  the  most  logical  place  to 
concentrate  tours  if  the  intent  is  to  reduce  noise  impacts  to  Juneau  residents  and  on-the- 
ground  recreationists.  The  terrain  of  Taku  Glacier  is  such  that  it  could  probably  not 
accommodate  all  the  current  landings,  and  those  landings  that  could  be  accommodated 
would  probably  not  produce  an  acceptable  user  experience.  Because  it  cannot  be 
practically  implemented,  this  alternative  was  eliminated  from  further  consideration. 


Issue  1:  Noise 
Impacts  to 
Residents 


Comparison  of  Alternatives 

This  section  summarizes  the  environmental  consequences  of  the  alternatives  in  a 
comparative  format.  In  the  text,  the  alternatives  are  compared  and  evaluated  relative  to 
the  significant  issues  identified  in  Chapter  1.  Table  2-10  summarizes  how  each 
alternative  performs  against  the  units  of  measure  established  in  Chapter  1 as  the  criteria 
for  comparing  how  well  the  alternatives  address  each  issue. 

Current  complaints  from  residents  indicate  that  many  people  believe  that  commercial 
helicopter  flights  operate  for  too  many  hours  each  day,  for  too  many  days  each  week,  and 
that  there  are  too  many  flights  in  total  and  too  many  helicopters  flying  together.  Residents 
also  suggest  that  the  helicopters  fly  too  low  and  do  not  abide  by  minimum  altitude 
guidelines.  As  noted  earlier,  the  Forest  Service  does  not  have  authority  to  enforce 
minimum  altitude  guidelines  except  on  NFS  land  where  resource  protection  buffers  have 
been  established.  The  approach  to  this  issue  is,  therefore,  to  focus  on  the  number  of 
permitted  landings  (which  corresponds  directly  to  the  number  of  flights)  and  the  days  and 
hours  of  operation. 

• Numbers  of  flights  - The  No-Action  Alternative  would  allow  no  landings; 
therefore,  there  would  be  no  flights  associated  with  landings.  If  landings  were  not 
allowed,  tourists  could  opt  for  fixed-wing  or  helicopter  flightseeing  tours  that  did 
not  include  a landing  at  the  icefield,  and  it  is  not  possible  to  determine  how  much 
of  that  activity  would  occur. 

Of  the  action  alternatives,  Alternative  B would  authorize  the  least  number  of 
landings  per  year  (1 1,881  by  2007).  Alternative  B would  authorize  29  percent 
fewer  landings  than  occurred  in  1999,  offering  an  improvement  over  the  current 
situation.  The  number  of  authorized  landings  progressively  increases  in 
Alternatives  C,  D,  E,  H,  F,  and  G,  respectively,  with  Alternative  G authorizing 
30,662  landings  per  year,  or  84  percent  more  than  occurred  in  1999.  Under 
Alternative  H,  the  number  of  authorized  landings  would  total  22,040  by  2007,  32 
percent  more  than  occurred  in  1999  and  16  percent  more  than  Alternatives  D and  E. 

• Frequency  of  flights  - Of  the  action  alternatives.  Alternative  B would  offer  the 
lowest  average  number  of  landings  per  day  (112),  3 percent  more  than  the 
average  in  1999.  Alternative  E,  the  Proposed  Action,  would  offer  the  lowest 
average  number  of  landings  per  hour  (10.8).  This  difference  is  indicative  of  a 
tradeoff  between  spreading  flights  and  landings  over  more  days  of  the  week  and 
more  hours  of  the  day,  rather  than  focusing  flights  and  landings  in  fewer  days  a 
week  and/or  fewer  hours  per  day,  as  in  Alternative  B.  Aside  from  this  tradeoff, 
the  action  alternatives  generally  progress  from  Alternative  B,  with  the  lowest 
average  frequency  of  landings  (112  per  day;  1 1.8  per  hour),  to  Alternative  G, 
with  the  highest  average  frequency  of  landings  (200  per  day;  17.4  per  hour). 
Alternative  H would  authorize  144  landings  per  day,  12.5  landings  per  hour. 
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Table  2-10.  Summary  Comparison  of  Alternative 
Units  of  Measure 


Actual  19991 


Number  of  Flights 


Number  of  landings  per  year _ 


16,706 


Percent  change  from  actual  1 999 

0 

-100 

-29 

0 

+14 

+14 

Z4,ZZV 

+45 

30,662 

+84 

22,040 

+32 

Frequency  ot  flights  ~ • ' ' - - — - — - - - - 

Average  landings  per  day  (by  ZUU  /) 

109 

0 

112 

131 

149 

124 

158 

200 

144 

Percent  change  from  actual  1 999 

0 

-100 

+3 

+20 

+37 

+14 

+45 

+83 

+32 

Average  landings  per  hour  (by  2007) 

9.5 

0.0 

11.8 

11.4 

13.0 

10.8 

13.7 

17.4 

12.5 

Percent  change  from  actual  1 999 

0 

-100 

+24 

+20 

+37 

+14 

+44 

+83 

+32 

Hours  of  Operation 

Hours  landings  can  occur 

8:30  a.m.  to  8:00  p.m. 

not  applicable 

8:30  a.m.  to  6:00  p.m. 

8:30  a.m.  to  8:00  p.m. 

8:30  a.m.  to  8:00  p.m. 

8:30  a.m.  to  8:00  p.m. 

8:30  a.m.  to  8:00  p.m. 

8:30  a.m.  to  8:00  p.m. 

8:30  a.m.  to  8:00  p.m. 

Number  of  hours  per  day 

11.5 

0 

9.5 

11.5 

11.5 

1 1.5 

11.5 

11.5 

11.5 

Percent  change  from  actual  1 999 

0 

-100 

-17 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Days  of  Week  of  Operation 

Days  landings  can  occur 

any  day  of  the  season 

none 

Monday  thru  Friday, 
excluding  holidays3 

Monday  thru  Saturday, 
excluding  holidays3 

Monday  thru  Saturday, 
excluding  holidays3  in 
existing  areas;  Monday 
thru  Friday,  excluding 
holidays,  in  new  areas 

any  day  in  existing  areas; 
Monday  thru  Friday,  excluding 
holidays,  in  new  areas 

any  day  of  the  season 

any  day  of  the  season 

any  day  of  the  season 

Number  of  days  per  week  landings 
can  occur 

7 

0 

5 

6 

6 in  existing  areas;  5 in 
new  areas 

7 in  existing  areas;  5 in 
new  areas 

7 

7 

7 

Number  of  days  per  year  landings 
can  occur 

1534 

0 

106 

128 

128 

153 

153 

153 

153 

Percent  change  from  actual  1 999 

0 

-100 

-31 

.->6 

-16 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Proximity  of  Flight  Paths  to  Recreation  Trails  and  Cabins  . „ 

Flight  paths 

not  applicable 

not  applicable 

same  as  now 

same  as  now 

same  as  now,  plus  new 
areas  north  of  1 995  EIS 
area 

same  as  now,  plus  new  areas 
north  of  1995  EIS  area 

same  as  now,  plus  Eagle 
Glacier,  Death  Valley,  and  new 
areas  north  of  1995  EIS  area 

same  as  now,  plus  Eagle 
Glacier,  Death  Valley,  and  new 
areas  north  of  1995  EIS  area 

same  as  now,  plus  Death 
Valley 

Buffers  at  trail  ends 

none 

not  applicable 

West  Glacier  and 
Herbert  Glacier  trails 

West  Glacier  and 
Herbert  Glacier  trails 

West  Glacier  and 
Herbert  Glacier  trails 

West  Glacier  and  Herbert 
Glacier  trails,  with  early 
season  exceptions 

West  Glacier,  Herbert  Glacier, 
and  Eagle  Glacier  trails,  with 
early  season  exceptions 

none 

none 

Proximity  of  Flight  Paths  to  Known  Critical  Wildlife  Habitat  „ _ _ _ 

Buffer  zone  around  habitat 

1,500  feet 

no  limits 

1 ,500  feet 

1,500  feet 

1,500  feet  in  existing 
areas;  1 mile  in  new  areas 

1,500  feet  in  existing  areas; 
0.5  mile  in  new  areas, 
except  Antler  Glacier  Lake 

1 ,500  feet  in  existing  areas; 
0.5  mile  in  new  areas 

1,500  feet 

1,500  feet 

New  areas  where  landings  would 
be  permitted 

not  applicable 

none 

none 

none 

North  of  1995  EIS  area 

North  of  1995  EIS  area 

North  of  1995  EIS  area,  Eagle 
Glacier,  Death  Valley 

North  of  1995  EIS  area,  Eagle 
Glacier,  Death  Valley 

Death  Valley 

2 1,1,5  was  cnosen  tor  comparison  because  the  Noise  Assessment  (Acemecn,  \yyy)  was  wnuuutu  »»» 

, Primary  use  season:  May  1 - September  30,  a total  of  1 53  probable  days  of  operation.  Note  that  use  may  occur  during  the  shoulder  season,  prior  to  May  1 and  after  September  30. 

4 Holidays  include  Memorial  Day,  Fourth  of  July,  and  Labor  Day. 

. In  1999.  the  season  was  defined  as  May  15-September  15,  a total  of  124  days.  To  make  the  comparison  with  other  alternatives,  the  actual  1999  season  length  has  been  redefined  here  to  include  153  days  (May  1 - September  30). 
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slightly  more  landings  per  hour  than  Alternative  B.  The  No-Action  Alternative 
would  authorize  no  landings;  the  frequency  of  substitute  flights  that  would  not 
land  has  not  been  determined. 

• Hours  of  operation  - Of  the  action  alternatives,  only  Alternative  B limits  the  hours 
of  operation  compared  to  current  practice.  Landings  would  be  permitted  from  8:30 
a.m.  until  6:00  p.m.,  a 9.5-hour  operating  day  that  would  leave  the  evening  hours 
quieter  than  currently.  All  of  the  other  action  alternatives  would  have  an  1 1 .5 -hour 
operating  day,  from  8:30  a.m.  to  8:00  p.m.,  the  same  as  the  current  operating  day. 
The  No-Action  Alternative  would  authorize  no  landings;  the  operating  hours  of 
substitute  flights  that  would  not  land  has  not  been  determined. 

• Days  of  week  of  operation  - Of  the  action  alternatives.  Alternative  B would  place 
the  greatest  limits  on  the  number  of  operating  days.  Landings  would  be  allowed 
on  Monday  through  Friday  of  each  week  during  the  operating  season,  with  the 
exception  of  Memorial  Day,  the  Fourth  of  July,  and  Labor  Day.  No  landings 
would  be  authorized  on  those  holidays.  These  restrictions  would  offer  residents 
the  most  opportunity  for  quiet  weekends  and  holidays.  Alternatives  C and  D 
would  not  allow  landings  on  Sundays  and  holidays,  which  should  result  in  less 
aircraft  noise  over  residential  areas  on  those  days.  Alternatives  E,  F,  G,  and  H 
would  allow  landings  in  some  or  all  icefield  areas  7 days  a week,  so  there  would 
be  no  days  during  the  season  when  landing  tours  would  not  be  authorized.  The 
No-Action  Alternative  would  authorize  no  landings;  substitute  flights  that  would 
not  land  could  take  place  on  any  day  of  the  week. 

In  sum,  of  the  action  alternatives,  Alternative  B would  offer  the  lowest  number  of 
landings  (and  flights)  per  year,  the  lowest  average  number  of  landings  per  day,  the  fewest 
hours  of  operation  per  day,  and  the  fewest  days  of  the  week  during  which  landings  would 
be  authorized.  It  would  provide  residents  with  the  most  opportunity  to  experience  quiet  in 
their  neighborhoods  during  the  flightseeing  season.  Alternatives  C,  D.  E,  H,  F,  and  G 
would  offer  progressively  fewer  opportunities,  respectively,  for  quiet  in  residential  areas. 
The  No-Action  Alternative,  with  no  authorized  landings,  could  achieve  the  quietest 
environment  if  not  all  the  landing-associated  flights  were  replaced  by  flights  that  would 
not  land. 

Some  recreationists  indicate  that  hearing  the  sound  of  helicopters  negatively  affects  the 
quality  of  recreation  experiences  taking  place  in  otherwise  quiet  settings.  Like  noise 
impacts  to  residents,  the  approach  to  this  issue  has  been  to  focus  on  the  number  of 
permitted  landings  (which  corresponds  directly  to  the  number  of  flights)  and  the  days  and 
hours  of  operation.  Additionally,  relative  impacts  to  recreationists  were  evaluated  based 
on  the  proximity  of  flight  paths  to  specific  recreational  settings. 

• Frequency  of  flights  and  hours  of  operation  - As  noted  above  under  Noise 
Impacts  to  Residents,  Alternative  B would  offer  the  lowest  number  of  landings 
(and  flights)  per  year,  the  lowest  average  number  of  landings  per  day,  and  the 
fewest  hours  of  operation  per  day.  Alternatives  C,  D.  E,  H,  F.  and  G would 
authorize  progressively  more  landings,  respectively,  increasing  the  frequency  and 
length  of  exposure  to  flight  noise. 

• Days  of  week  of  operation  - Of  the  action  alternatives.  Alternative  B would  place 
the  greatest  limits  on  the  number  of  operating  days.  Landings  would  be  allowed 
on  Monday  through  Friday  of  each  week  during  the  operating  season,  with  the 
exception  of  Memorial  Day,  the  Fourth  of  July,  and  Labor  Day.  No  landings 
would  be  authorized  on  those  holidays.  These  restrictions  would  offer 
recreationists  the  most  opportunity  for  quiet  weekends  and  holidays  at  all 
recreation  sites,  an  improvement  over  the  current  experience.  Alternatives  C and 
D would  not  allow  landings  on  Sundays  and  holidays  anywhere  on  the  icefield, 
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which  would  also  be  an  improvement  over  the  current  situation,  and  should  result 
in  less  aircraft  noise  in  all  recreation  areas  on  those  days.  Alternative  D would 
also  restrict  landings  to  Monday  through  Friday  in  areas  north  of  the  1995  EIS 
boundary,  so  that  additional  flight  activity  in  that  area,  while  adding  more  noise 
than  currently  occurs,  would  limit  the  change  to  only  5 days  per  week. 

Alternative  E would  allow  icefield  landings  in  existing  areas  of  operation  7 days 
per  week  and  in  new  areas  5 days  per  week.  The  effect  on  recreationists  in 
specific  areas  cannot  be  determined  because  the  relative  use  of  various  landing 
sites  is  not  known.  Depending  on  how  landings  were  concentrated  in  the  various 
areas,  the  overall  impact  on  recreationists  could  be  better  in  some  areas  and  worse 
in  others.  Alternatives  F,  G,  and  H would  allow  landings  in  all  icefield  areas  7 
days  a week,  so  there  would  be  no  days  during  the  season  when  landing  tours 
would  not  be  authorized.  Because  these  three  alternatives  would  authorize  more 
landings  than  occurred  in  1999,  recreationists  would  likely  be  exposed  to  more 
noise  than  currently  in  at  least  some  locations.  The  No-Action  Alternative  would 
authorize  no  landings;  substitute  flights  that  would  not  land  could  take  place  on 
any  day  of  the  week. 

• Proximity  of  flight  paths  to  recreation  trails  and  cabins  - Under  Alternatives  B 
and  C flight  paths  would  be  similar  to  current  flight  paths,  while  Alternatives  D, 

E.  H.  F,  and  G would  add  landings  (and  flights)  to  progressively  more  areas, 
including  the  area  north  of  the  1995  EIS  boundary  (Alternatives  D,  E,  F,  and  G), 
Eagle  Glacier  (Alternatives  F and  G),  and  Death  Valley  (Alternatives  F,  G,  and 
H).  Because  of  their  landings  at  Eagle  Glacier  and/or  Death  Valley,  Alternatives 

F,  G,  and  H would  reduce  the  quiet  and  solitude  currently  provided  to 
recreationists  in  those  areas.  Alternative  H would  not  authorize  enclave 
development  at  Death  Valley,  so  impacts  to  recreationists  would  be  minimal  in 
this  area. 

To  reduce  the  impact  of  landings  on  some  trail  users,  Alternatives  B.  C.  D,  E,  and 
F include  no-landing  buffers  around  the  ends  of  the  West  Glacier  and  Herbert 
Glacier  trails.  Alternative  F also  includes  a buffer  at  the  end  of  Eagle  Glacier 
Trail,  a buffer  that  is  not  needed  under  the  other  alternatives  because  they  do  not 
authorize  any  landings  at  Eagle  Glacier. 

In  sum,  of  the  action  alternatives,  Alternative  B would  offer  the  lowest  number  of 
landings  (and  flights)  per  year,  the  lowest  average  number  of  landings  per  day,  the  fewest 
hours  of  operation  per  day,  and  the  fewest  days  of  the  week  during  which  landings  would 
be  authorized.  It  would  provide  recreationists  with  the  most  opportunity  to  experience 
quiet  in  their  recreational  pursuits  during  the  flightseeing  season.  Alternatives  C,  D.  E,  H, 
F,  and  G would  offer  progressively  fewer  opportunities  for  quiet  in  recreational  settings. 
The  No-Action  Alternative,  with  no  authorized  landings,  could  achieve  the  quietest 
recreational  environment  if  not  all  the  landing-associated  flights  were  replaced  by  flights 
that  would  not  land. 

Issue  3:  Impacts  to 
Wildlife 


Concern  has  been  expressed  that  the  stress  from  helicopter  activity  could  cause  habitat 
abandonment  or  long-term  population  declines  for  some  species;  however,  by  adopting 
the  guidelines  outlined  in  this  EIS,  all  of  the  action  alternatives  would  likely  have 
negligible  effects  on  black  bear,  brown  bear,  gray  w-olf,  bald  eagle,  Steller  sea  lion, 
trumpeter  swan,  moose,  mountain  goat,  or  harbor  seal  populations,  with  the  exception  of 
the  combination  fixed-wing/helicopter  flights  and  landings  at  Antler  Glacier  Lake 
(Alternative  E).  Additionally,  it  has  been  determined  that  the  frequency  of  flights  and 
hours  of  operation,  two  measures  noted  in  Chapter  1 as  criteria  for  evaluating  the  effects 
of  alternatives  on  wildlife,  do  not  provide  any  meaningful  differentiation  among 
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alternatives.  Only  a single  criterion,  proximity  of  flight  paths  to  known  critical  wildlife 
habitat,  is  used  here  to  compare  alternatives  with  respect  to  their  effects  on  wildlife. 

• Proximity  of  flight  paths  to  known  critical  wildlife  habitat  - Given  the  conclusion 
noted  above  that  the  alternatives  would  have  negligible  effects  on  most  species, 
the  focus  of  analysis  was  on  mountain  goats,  the  species  that  seemed  most  likely 
to  be  adversely  affected  by  helicopter  flights  and  landings  on  the  icefield.  All 
action  alternatives  include  at  least  a 1,500-foot  buffer  around  identified  mountain 
goat  habitat,  as  well  as  a buffer  around  mountain  goat  kidding  habitat  from  May 
15  to  June  15. 

Under  those  action  alternatives  that  include  landings  in  the  area  north  of  the  1995 
EIS  boundary  (i.e.,  Alternatives  D,  E,  F,  and  G),  all  but  G include  a wider,  0.5-  or 
1 .0-mile,  buffer  around  mountain  goat  habitat.  All  action  alternatives,  regardless 
of  buffer  size,  would  have  negligible  effects  on  mountain  goats. 

The  single  exception  to  the  1,500-foot-buffer  guideline  appears  under  Alternative 
E,  the  Proposed  Action.  The  proposed  combination  fixed-wing/helicopter  flights 
and  landings  at  Antler  Glacier  Lake  was  defined  as  part  of  the  Proposed  Action 
prior  to  analysis  that  indicated  it  could  not  be  accomplished  without  impinging  on 
the  buffer  zone  both  at  the  lake  and  along  the  flightpath,  which  follows  the  Antler 
River.  Unlike  the  other  action  alternatives,  Alternative  E could  cause  low  to 
moderate  impacts  to  black  bear,  gray  wolf,  moose,  mountain  goats,  and  trumpeter 
swans  in  the  vicinity  of  Antler  Glacier  Lake  and  the  Antler  River. 

Allowing  landings  in  areas  previously  closed  to  commercial  tours  could  adversely  affect 
recreational  experiences  and  wildlife  in  those  areas.  Although  those  issues  are  addressed 
above,  the  issue  of  impacts  in  new  areas  was  also  evaluated  separately.  The  single 
evaluation  criterion  is  whether  or  not  landings  are  permitted  in  new  areas. 

Landing  tours  in  new  areas  - Of  the  action  alternatives,  only  Alternatives  B and  C would 
limit  landings  to  the  current  areas  of  operation,  with  no  new  areas  added.  Alternatives  B 
and  C,  as  well  as  the  No-Action  Alternative,  would  have  no  impacts  on  new  areas. 
Alternatives  D,  E,  F,  and  G would  allow  landings  in  the  area  north  of  the  1995  EIS 
boundary,  adding  impacts  to  that  area.  Alternatives  F,  G,  and  H would  allow  landings  at 
Death  Valley,  adding  impacts  to  that  area.  Alternatives  F and  G would  also  add  Eagle 
Glacier  to  the  authorized  landing  locations.  Alternatives  F and  G would  therefore  open  up 
the  greatest  amount  of  area  to  the  effects  of  commercial  helicopter  landing  tours. 
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Affected  Environment 


Introduction 

This  section  presents  the  affected  environment,  describing  baseline  data  for  the  area 
affected  by  the  Proposed  Action  or  alternatives.  The  four  primary  components  of  the 
affected  environment,  reflecting  the  four  issues  defined  in  Chapter  1 , are  area  residents, 
recreationists,  wildlife,  and  new  areas  for  proposed  operations.  The  current  roadless  area, 
acoustical,  safety,  and  air  quality  environments  are  also  described. 


Area  Residents 

Area  residents  include  all  the  people  living  in  the  CBJ.  According  to  the  Social  and 
Economic  Resource  Report  (Forest  Service,  2000a),  Juneau’s  population  is  approximately 
30,800  people;  the  population  has  grown  faster  than  the  state  average  since  1995. 

Responses  to  a survey  made  by  the  McDowell  Group  in  1998  indicate  the  following 
geographic  distribution  of  residents  in  CBJ:  40  percent  of  the  population  lives  in  the  East 
Mendenhall  Valley,  15  percent  in  the  Salmon/Lemon/Switzer  Creek  area,  15  percent  in 
West  Mendenhall/Out  the  Road,  13  percent  in  downtown  Juneau/Thane,  12  percent  in 
Douglas/West  Juneau,  and  5 percent  in  North  Douglas  (McDowell  Group,  1998). 

According  to  the  Alternative  Heliport  Site  Analysis  (Michael  Baker  and  BridgeNet,  200 1 ), 
there  are  2,260  residences  in  the  6,000-foot  (1.1 -mile)  noise  corridors  along  current 
helicopter  flightseeing  routes  originating  from  the  Juneau  Airport  and  3,777  residences  in 
the  6,000-foot  noise  corridors  for  tours  out  of  Era’s  heliport.  These  figures,  however,  do  not 
include  the  total  number  of  residents  that  hear  helicopter  noise  from  the  flight  routes. 

The  economy  of  Southeast  Alaska  has  been  growing  and  changing  significantly  over  the 
last  several  decades.  Currently,  the  region  is  adjusting  to  changes  in  the  wood  products 
industry.  Two  large  pulp  mills  and  several  of  the  larger  sawmill  operations  have  closed 
down  in  the  last  several  years,  and  timber  harvesting  from  the  Tongass  National  Forest 
has  steadily  declined  during  the  same  period.  Reviews  of  regional  employment  and 
income  data  indicate  that  while  manufacturing  has  declined,  retail  and  service 
employment  has  steadily  increased.  This  is  likely  related  to  the  significant  increases  in 
tourism  operations  throughout  the  region.  Although  this  accounts  for  continued  growth  in 
terms  of  employment,  the  wages  associated  with  service  and  retail  jobs  have  not  made  up 
for  the  loss  of  higher-wage  manufacturing  jobs  (Forest  Service,  2000a). 

Government  plays  a significant  role  in  the  economy  of  Juneau.  State,  local,  and  federal 
agencies  provide  nearly  45  percent  of  the  employment  in  the  community  (Department  of 
Community  and  Economic  Development  [DCED],  2002).  During  the  summer,  tourism  is 
a major  contributor  to  the  local  economy,  providing  approximately  $130  million  in 
income  and  nearly  2,000  jobs  (DCED,  2002). 

A rough  estimate  of  the  total  economic  contribution  of  helicopter  landing  tours  suggests  that 
these  tours  constitute  a considerable  proportion  of  the  local  tourism  economy.  Almost 
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89,000  people  participated  in  helicopter  tours  in  2001  (Table  1-1).  Costs  for  the  tours  range 
from  approximately  $ 1 50  per  person  to  $300  per  person,  which  results  in  gross  revenues  in 
the  neighborhood  of  $13  million  to  $26  million  per  year,  or  about  $85,000  to  $165,000  per 
day  from  May  1 through  September  30.  Much  of  this  revenue  is  paid  to  the  cruise  lines 
(approximately  $70  per  participant,  or  $6  million),  some  is  paid  to  the  Forest  Service 
(approximately  $300,000  in  the  2001  operating  season),  and  other  portions  are  dispersed  to 
vendors  outside  the  Juneau  area.  Nonetheless,  the  revenue  staying  in  Juneau  to  pay  wages 
and  salaries,  and  to  purchase  supplies,  likely  is  substantial.  Annually,  approximately  200 
individuals  are  hired  by  helicopter  companies  and  subcontractors  for  work  directly  related  to 
the  commercial  icefield  landing  tours. 

Results  of  the  McDowell  Group  survey  indicate  residents  of  Juneau  understand  the 
importance  of  tourism  to  their  economy.  When  asked:  “Overall,  how  important  do  you 
feel  the  economic  benefits  of  tourism  are  to  Juneau?”,  49  percent  of  respondents  said 
“very  important,”  41  percent  said  “important,”  7 percent  said  “not  very  important,”  1 
percent  said  “not  at  all  important,”  and  2 percent  were  not  sure  (McDowell  Group,  1998). 

Although  residents  generally  understand  the  importance  of  tourism  to  their  economy,  they 
do  not  necessarily  participate  in  the  same  activities  that  tourists  do.  One  survey  of 
helicopter  tour  participants  in  1999  indicated  that  99  percent  of  the  participants  were 
cruise  ship  passengers,  and  none  were  Juneau  residents  (McDowell  Group,  1999). 

As  noted  in  Chapter  1 (see  Mitigation  Recommendations  and  Mediation  Efforts  and 
Table  1-2),  the  disturbance  to  residents  by  the  noise  associated  with  helicopter 
flightseeing  tours  to  the  Juneau  Icefield  has  been  well  documented.  Many  CBJ  residents 
have  expressed  growing  frustration  with  the  amount  and  duration  of  helicopter  noise  in 
the  community.  In  public  meetings  and  written  comments,  individuals  have  objected  to 
the  noise,  observing  that  noise  has  social  impacts  on  the  community;  that  noise  hinders 
learning  and  interferes  with  sleep,  work,  convalescence,  and  communication;  that  noise  is 
extremely  annoying;  and  that  noise  destroys  family  time.  Other  residents  seem  less 
troubled  by  helicopter  noise  and  have  expressed  the  opinion  that  such  sounds  are  to  be 
expected  in  an  urban  environment  like  Juneau.  These  differences  of  opinion  continue  to 
complicate  efforts  to  find  compromise  solutions  to  the  problem  of  helicopter  noise. 


Recreation  Areas  and  Recreation  Use 

Recreation  areas  and  recreation  uses  are  an  important  component  of  tourism  in  the  Juneau 
area.  Existing  recreation  areas  are  managed  by  the  federal,  state,  and  local  governments 
for  a variety  of  uses,  particularly  including  icefield  visits,  hiking,  hunting,  and  boating. 
Recreationists  include  both  residents  and  tourists,  including  tourists  who  participate  in  the 
helicopter  tours  to  the  icefield.  The  following  sections  present  the  areas  and  uses 
potentially  affected  by  the  noise  associated  with  helicopter  overflights  under  one  or  more 
of  the  alternatives. 

Mendenhall  Glacier  Recreation  Area 

The  MGRA  is  a regional,  national,  and  international  attraction.  It  contains  5,815  acres 
and  includes  parts  of  McGinnis  Mountain,  the  terminus  of  the  Mendenhall  Glacier, 
Bullard  Mountain,  Mendenhall  Lake,  Mendenhall  River,  and  uplands  bordering  the  lake 
and  Mendenhall  River  areas. 

The  MGRA  is  located  next  to  the  Mendenhall  Valley,  one  of  the  most  densely  populated 
areas  in  the  CBJ.  Elevations  through  much  of  the  recreation  area  are  less  than  100  feet 
above  sea  level.  On  either  side  of  the  recreation  area,  mountains  rise  abruptly  to  more 
than  4,000  feet.  From  its  source  12  miles  north  in  the  Juneau  Icefield,  the  Mendenhall 
Glacier  flows  between  Bullard  Mountain  and  McGinnis  Mountain  to  Mendenhall  Lake. 
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The  glacier  face  is  approximately  0.5  mile  wide  near  Nugget  Falls  and  stretches  to  almost 
2 miles  wide  higher  up  the  valley.  The  Mendenhall  Glacier  Visitor  Center  is  located  less 
than  one  mile  from  the  face  of  the  glacier. 

MGRA  is  a popular  destination  for  people  pursuing  many  recreational  activities  such  as 
hiking,  photography,  bicycling,  off-road  vehicle  (ORV)  use,  sightseeing,  camping, 
picnicking,  boating,  hunting,  fishing,  and  wildlife  viewing. 

The  following  facilities  meet  public  needs  in  the  recreation  area: 

• Mendenhall  Campground  is  located  along  the  southwest  comer  of  the  recreation 
area;  it  has  69  overnight  units,  including  17  RV/trailer  units  and  7 backpacker  units. 

• Skater’s  Cabin  consists  of  a day-use  cabin,  two  vault  toilets,  and  three  picnic 
sites  on  the  western  shoreline  of  Mendenhall  Lake. 

• The  Mendenhall  Glacier  Visitor  Center  is  on  the  eastern  shoreline  of  Mendenhall 
Lake.  It  received  273,488  visitors  in  1999  (Forest  Service,  1999). 

• The  Dredge  Lakes  trails  are  used  for  non-motorized  recreation. 

Forest  Service  Trails 

Approximately  25  miles  of  trails  are  located  within  the  MGRA,  and  many  more  trail  ends 
are  near  the  toe  of  some  glaciers,  where  there  are  existing  and  proposed  landing  sites. 

Table  3-1  summarizes  the  estimated  annual  use  on  area  trails,  which  are  shown  on 
Figure  1-2. 

Eagle  Beach  Recreation  Area 

Eagle  Beach  Recreation  Area  receives  approximately  5,000  visitors  annually.  Most  of 
this  use  occurs  in  the  summer  months.  Facilities  include  a picnic  shelter,  barbecue  pit, 
fire  pits  on  the  beach,  and  two  vault  toilets.  Some  boating  also  occurs  in  this  area,  which 
is  accessible  by  a limited-maintenance  road.  The  location  of  Eagle  Beach  Recreation 
Area  is  shown  on  Figure  1-2.  Eagle  Beach  is  near  many  of  the  proposed  flight  routes  to 
Eagle  Glacier  and  the  area  north  of  the  1995  EIS  study  area. 


Table  3-1.  Forest  Service  Trails-Estimated  Number  of  Users  Annually1 


Name 

1994 

1995 

1996 

1997 

1998 

1999 

2000 

Montana  Creek  (past  first  2 miles 

1,500 

1,600 

1,700 

1,750 

1,850 

2,050 

2,100 

of  old  road  bed) 

Spaulding  Meadows 

1,240 

1,250 

1,260 

1,270 

1,280 

1,290 

1,300 

Auke  Nu  Trail 

3,400 

3,450 

3,500 

3,550 

3,600 

3,650 

3,700 

Herbert  Glacier  Trail 

2,200 

2,300 

2,450 

2,550 

2,700 

2,950 

3,000 

Amalga  Trail  (Eagle  Glacier) 

1,050 

1,200 

1,250 

1,500 

1,800 

2,000 

2,100 

Windfall  Trail 

2,550 

2,650 

2,800 

2,950 

3,100 

4,500 

Peterson  Lake 

1,200 

1,200 

1,250 

1,500 

1,150 

1,300 

1,300 

Point  Bishop 

600 

610 

620 

630 

640 

650 

660 

East  Glacier  Trail 

7,850 

8,200 

8,600 

9,050 

9,500 

10,000 

1 1 ,000 

West  Glacier  Trail 

7,160 

7,180 

7,200 

7,220 

7,240 

7,260 

7,280 

Nugget  Creek  Trail 

905 

925 

940 

955 

970 

985 

1,000 

TOTAL 

29,655 

30,565 

31,570 

32,925 

33,830 

36,635 

37,940 

% change  from  previous  year 

NA 

3 

3 

4 

3 

8 

4 

1 The  Forest  Service  has  no  quantifiable  data  on  trail  use.  These  numbers  are  for  the  entire  calendar  year. 


Estimates  are  based  on  anecdotal  observations. 
NA  - Data  are  not  available. 
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Forest  Service  Cabins 

The  eight  Forest  Service  cabins  in  the  Juneau  area  are  very  popular  with  local  residents. 
Each  year,  the  reservation  lists  fill  up  quickly,  and  popularity  continues  to  rise  (Table 
3-2).  Users  are  varied  in  their  pursuits,  some  hiking,  some  hunting,  some  interested  in 
photography.  Several  of  these  cabins  are  accessible  only  by  boat  or  plane.  Total  cabin 
use  is  estimated  to  have  reached  more  than  4,600  visitors  in  1999,  reflecting  an  overall 
average  annual  increase  of  6 percent  since  1994.  Many  of  these  cabins  are  adjacent  to 
proposed  flight  routes  for  commercial  helicopter  landing  tours.  Figure  1-2  shows  the 
proposed  flight  routes  and  landing  sites  in  relation  to  Forest  Service  cabins. 

Berners  Bay  Area 

Although  not  a designated  “recreation  area,”  the  Berners  Bay  area  is  a popular  weekend 
destination  for  Juneau  residents  for  wildlife  viewing,  exploration,  hunting,  and  fishing. 
Access  is  typically  by  kayak,  motorboat,  or  floatplane.  Most  activities  are  water  based 
and  some  overnight  camping  occurs  along  the  shoreline.  The  NFS  land  here  is 
congressionally  designated  as  LUD  II.  (Refer  to  Appendix  B for  LUD  II  management 
prescriptions.)  Berners  Bay  is  adjacent  to  many  of  the  proposed  flight  routes  for 
commercial  helicopter  landing  tours. 


Table  3-2.  Forest  Service  Cabins  - Estimated  Number  of  Users  Annually1 


Area  Name 

1994 

1995 

1996 

1997 

19982 

19993 

20003 

20013,4 

Eagle  Glacier 

550 

600 

650 

750 

600 

572 

475 

398 

Windfall  Lake4 

— 

— 

— 

150 

756 

712 

539 

Berners  Bay 

700 

700 

700 

650 

650 

481 

522 

258 

John  Muir 

750 

900 

900 

1,050 

900 

865 

693 

389 

Peterson  Lake 

600 

650 

650 

750 

600 

502 

449 

263 

Dan  Moller 

650 

800 

850 

1,000 

700 

512 

559 

430 

Taku  Glacier6 

— 

— 

... 

220 

170 

30 

NA 

NA 

West  Turner 
Lake 

310 

310 

470 

390 

570 

110 

NA 

NA 

TOTAL 

3,560 

3,960 

4,220 

4,810 

4,340 

3,828 

3,410 

2,277 

% change  from 

NA 

+11 

+7 

+14 

-10 

-12 

-11 

-33 

previous  year 

1 1994  to  1998  cabin  use  numbers  are  from  cabin  reservation  system  data.  These  numbers  are  for  the  entire  calendar  year 

and  are  estimates  only. 

: The  decline  in  reported  cabin  use  during  1998  is  most  likely  due  to  a price  increase,  combined  with  the  first  year  on  the 
new  National  Recreation  Reservation  Service  (NRRS). 

3 1999  to  2001  cabin  use  numbers  are  from  NRRS  annual  reports;  day  use  visitors  are  not  included  in  these  numbers. 

4 The  decline  in  reported  cabin  use  during  2001  is  most  likely  a result  of  warmer  temperatures  and  a decrease  in  snowfall. 

5 Windfall  Lake  Cabin  was  built  in  1998. 

6 Taku  Glacier  Cabin  was  built  in  1997. 

NA  - Data  are  not  available. 


Gilkey  River 

The  1997  Forest  Plan  recommended  to  Congress  a “Wild  & Scenic  River”  designation  for 
9 miles  of  the  Gilkey  River,  as  provided  for  under  the  1968  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  Act. 
Unless  otherwise  changed  with  a Forest  Plan  revision  or  until  otherwise  acted  upon  by 
Congress,  the  Forest  Service  will  continue  to  manage  for  the  protection  of  the  Gilkey 
Rivers’  remarkable  geologic  and  scenic  values.  The  Gilkey  River  is  a popular  route  for 
both  fixed-wing  and  helicopter  flightseeing  and  landing  tours.  Hunters,  anglers,  and  other 
recreation  enthusiasts  access  the  river  by  boat  and  plane. 
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Alaska  Department 
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Resources, 
Division  of  Parks 
and  Recreation 


Areas  Managed 
by  the  City  and 
Borough  of 
Juneau 


Other 
Recreation 
User  Groups 


Point  Bridget  State  Park  trail  system  use  has  increased  by  50  to  75  percent  over  the  past 
5 years  to  an  estimated  annual  use  of  3,000  people,  including  approximately  1,000  users 
each  at  Blue  Mussel  and  the  Cowee  Creek  cabins.  Sheep  Creek  trail  receives  an  estimated 
500  users  annually.  Perseverance  trail  system  (including  Granite  Creek  and  Mt.  Juneau) 
use  has  increased  25  to  30  percent  in  the  past  5 years  to  an  estimated  35,000  users 
annually.  An  estimated  125,000  users  visit  the  Mt.  Roberts  upper  terminal  area  annually, 
and  approximately  50  percent  use  some  part  of  the  trail  system.  These  areas  are  shown  on 
Figure  1-2.  The  State  Park  cabins  shown  in  Figure  1-2  are  adjacent  to  the  proposed  flight 
routes  for  commercial  helicopter  landing  tours  north  of  the  1995  EIS  study  area. 

Trails 

CBJ  conducted  a trail  survey  in  1995  on  the  Boy  Scout  Camp,  Lemon  Creek,  Salmon 
Creek,  and  Thunder  Mountain  trails.  Based  on  the  survey,  estimated  use  ranged  from  150 
to  600  users  annually  on  the  four  trails.  These  are  conservative  estimates,  and  their 
accuracy  is  unknown;  however,  no  other  figures  for  CBJ  trail  use  are  available  at  this  time 
(CBJ  Parks  and  Recreation,  2000).  These  trails,  shown  on  Figure  1-2,  are  adjacent  to 
many  of  the  proposed  flight  routes  for  helicopter  landing  tours. 

Echo  Cove  Boat  Ramp 

The  location  of  Echo  Cove  Boat  Ramp  is  shown  on  Figure  1-2.  This  area,  just  south  of 
Berners  Bay,  is  used  primarily  by  boaters  and  kayakers  seeking  water-based  recreation. 
Most  of  the  use  occurs  in  the  summer  season.  This  is  a primary  access  point  for  boaters 
going  to  Berners  Bay,  especially  kayaking  enthusiasts.  On  the  weekends,  approximately 
40  to  50  cars,  trucks,  and  trailers  use  the  ramp.  Trends  show  that  more  kayaking  activity 
is  occurring  at  this  launch  site.  Use  has  increased  approximately  15  percent  in  the  past  5 
years  (CBJ  Parks  and  Recreation,  2000).  The  Echo  Cove  Boat  Ramp  is  under  a proposed 
flight  route  for  commercial  helicopter  landing  tours  north  of  the  1995  EIS  study  area. 

Amalga  Harbor  Boat  Ramp 

The  location  of  Amalga  Harbor  Boat  Ramp  is  shown  on  Figure  1-2.  Most  use  occurs  in 
the  summer  season.  On  weekends,  approximately  75  to  85  cars,  trucks,  and  trailers  use 
the  ramp.  The  area  is  used  primarily  by  powerboaters  and  some  kayakers.  Use  is 
exceeding  capacity  and  has  increased  by  approximately  50  percent  over  the  past  5 years 
(CBJ  Parks  and  Recreation,  2000).  This  area  is  near  some  of  the  proposed  flight  routes 
for  commercial  helicopter  landing  tours. 

As  noted  above,  area  recreation  includes  both  land-based  recreation  and  water-based 
activities,  such  as  pleasure  boating,  sport  fishing,  and  kayaking.  It  also  includes  the 
helicopter  flightseeing  tours.  The  following  sections  describe  recreational  activities  that 
may  be  affected  by  this  decision. 

Juneau  Icefield  Backcountry  Users 

The  Juneau  Alpine  Club  consists  of  25  to  30  active  outdoor  enthusiasts  who  trek  and 
adventure  in  the  backcountry  of  the  Juneau  Icefield.  Small  groups  of  five  to  ten 
individuals  participate  in  Juneau  Icefield  trips  three  to  four  times  a year.  In  addition, 
during  the  winter,  spring,  and  summer,  the  club  organizes  weekly  group  activities  on  the 
nearby  ridges  and  peaks. 

A handful  of  other  individuals,  not  associated  with  the  Juneau  Alpine  Club,  participate  in 
ice  and  snow  travel/trekking  activities  on  the  Juneau  Icefield,  including  trekking  from 
Juneau  to  Atlin.  Small  groups  of  icefield  trekkers  have  conducted  similar  activities  in  the 
past,  and  the  activity  is  becoming  more  popular. 
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Backcountry  use  on  and  adjacent  to  the  Juneau  Icefield  also  includes  other  uses  that  do 
not  require  permits,  which  entail  nontour-related  flights  (strictly  charter  flights)  to  the 
icefield  and  adjacent  sites.  These  activities  include  non-outfitter-guided  icefield 
weddings,  heli-skiing,  heli-hiking,  photo  shoots  for  commercial  ventures,  wildlife 
viewing,  heli-fishing,  and  similar  activities. 


TEMSCO  Helicopters,  Inc. 

TEMSCO  is  currently  permitted  to  operate  on  the  Mendenhall,  Herbert,  Taku,  Norris, 
Lemon,  and  Gilkey  glaciers,  as  well  as  various  locations  in  the  backcountry  zone,  and  is 
authorized  a maximum  of  8,800  landings.  TEMSCO  also  has  two  assigned  sites  on 
Mendenhall  Glacier  for  a temporary,  portable  shelter  with  a port-a-potty.  Most  of 
TEMSCO’s  landing  tours  and  associated  activities  occur  on  the  Mendenhall  Glacier. 

In  1 999  and  2000,  TEMSCO,  in  partnership  with  Alaska  Icefield  Expeditions,  offered  the 
Icefield  Flightseeing  and  Mushing  Tour  which  included  one  landing  on  the  Mendenhall/ 
Herbert  glacier  saddle.  Passengers  departed  the  aircraft  for  a 1 -hour,  guided,  dogsled 
mushing  experience.  The  tour  consisted  of  one  to  three  helicopters  flying  together  with 
approximately  1 hour  between  tours.  Helicopters  use  a west  departure  to  Auke  Mountain 
to  the  Mendenhall  Glacier  or  up  the  west  side  of  the  Mendenhall  Valley  over  the  Back 
Loop  Road.  The  Heintzleman  Ridge  and  Lemon  Creek  routes  may  be  used  when  and  if 
there  are  no  opposing  traffic  conflicts. 

TEMSCO  currently  offers  icefield  flightseeing  tours  combined  with  one  or  two  glacier 
landings,  as  well  as  guided  hiking  and  dogsled  mushing  tours.  Glacier  guides  commute 
daily  to  the  assigned  sites  to  guide  tour  passengers  dropped  off  for  their  glacier  activity. 

TEMSCO  also  offers  a Pilot’s  Choice  Tour  that,  weather  permitting,  flies  from 
TEMSCO’s  heliport  west  to  the  ferry  terminal  then  north  to  the  icefield.  After  landing  on 
two  different  glaciers,  helicopters  return  along  the  same  route  or  return  through  the 
Lemon  Creek  area  or  Taku  Inlet,  and  up  Gastineau  Channel  (see  Figure  1-2).  The  Pilot’s 
Choice  Tour  consists  of  one  or  two  helicopters  flying  together  with  approximately  1.5 
hours  between  tours  for  up  to  eight  tours  per  day.  Some  of  these  tours  also  depart  to  the 
east,  flying  along  Douglas  Island,  and  following  the  same  routes  as  Era  up  Sheep  Creek  or 
around  Point  Bishop.  The  return  route  for  TEMSCO  is  via  Lemon  Creek  Glacier  or  from 
the  west. 

TEMSCO  also  offers  the  Mendenhall  Glacier  Tour,  which  flies  from  its  heliport  to  the 
Mendenhall  Glacier.  This  tour  generally  consists  of  five  helicopters  in  a group  flying 
every  25  minutes.  The  preferred  route,  weather  permitting,  is  up  Heintzleman  Ridge  and 
back.  Other  flight  routes  used  during  low  cloud  ceiling  conditions  are  either  up  the  west 
side  of  the  Mendenhall  Valley,  over  the  Back  Loop  Road,  or  over  Auke  Bay  and  up  the 
eastern  edge  of  Auke  Mountain  to  Mendenhall  Glacier.  Of  these  two  latter  routes,  the 
route  up  the  eastern  edge  of  Auke  Mountain  is  TEMSCO’s  preferred  route  because  they 
believe  it  creates  less  noise  and  visual  impact  to  the  residents  of  Mendenhall  Valley.  If 
weather  permits,  this  route  is  flown  first,  with  the  Mendenhall  Valley  route  as  the 
last  choice. 

TEMSCO’s  Guide’s  Choice  Extended  Glacier  Tour  includes  one  glacier  landing  on  the 
Juneau  Icefield.  Passengers  are  outfitted  with  hiking  equipment  and  spend  2 hours 
exploring  glacial  features.  This  tour  consists  of  one  or  two  helicopters  flying  together, 
with  approximately  2 hours  between  each  tour.  Helicopters  use  a west  departure  to  Auke 
Mountain  to  the  Mendenhall  Glacier,  or  up  the  west  side  of  the  Mendenhall  Valley,  over 
the  Back  Loop  Road.  The  Heintzleman  Ridge  and  Lemon  Creek  routes  may  be  used 
when  and  if  there  are  no  opposing  traffic  conflicts.  All  tour  flights  generally  follow  routes 
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identified  in  the  LOA,  as  discussed  in  Chapter  1 under  the  heading  Laws,  Statutes, 
and  Ordinances. 

Coastal  Helicopters,  Inc. 

Coastal  is  currently  permitted  to  operate  on  the  Gilkey,  Herbert,  Lemon  Creek,  Norris, 
and  Taku  glaciers,  as  well  as  various  locations  in  the  backcountry  zone.  Coastal  is 
authorized  a maximum  of  1,217  landings.  Most  of  Coastal’s  landing  tours  and  associated 
activities  occur  on  Herbert  Glacier,  and  involve  walking  on  and  experiencing  the  glacier 
environment,  photography,  and  weddings. 

Coastal’s  standard  tour  is  the  Icefield  Excursion  Tour,  usually  consisting  of  a single 
helicopter,  but  occasionally  it  flies  a group  of  two  helicopters.  The  tour  is  about  1 hour 
long,  with  one-fourth  of  the  time  spent  on  a glacier.  Coastal  also  offers  an  Adventure 
Tour,  which  departs  the  airport  to  the  west  or  north  toward  Gilkey  Glacier  and 
backcountry  areas.  This  tour  is  approximately  1.5  hours  long  with  one  glacier  landing. 

All  tour  flights  generally  follow  routes  as  identified  in  the  LOA  with  the  FAA. 

Era  Helicopters,  Inc. 

Era  is  currently  permitted  to  operate  on  the  Norris,  Taku,  Lemon  Creek,  and  Gilkey 
glaciers,  as  well  as  various  locations  in  the  backcountry  zone.  Era  is  authorized  a 
maximum  of  7,235  landings.  Most  of  Era’s  landing  tours  and  associated  activities  occur 
on  the  Norris  Glacier. 

Era  has  one  site  assigned  on  Norris  Glacier  where  it  is  authorized  to  occupy  up  to  3 acres 
and  place  temporary  facilities  for  dogsled  mushing  activities.  These  facilities  consist  of 
eight  to  ten  temporary  housing  facilities  for  the  guides,  as  well  as  approximately  180  sled 
dog  houses  and  other  structures  designed  to  blend  in  with  the  glacier  environment.  The 
dogs  and  guides  live  at  the  assigned  site  for  the  duration  of  the  tourist  season. 

Many  of  Era’s  tours  leave  its  heliport  on  the  west  side  of  Gastineau  Channel,  fly  up  Sheep 
Creek  to  Norris  Glacier,  and  return  via  Salmon  Creek.  Flights  generally  follow  routes 
identified  in  the  LOA  with  the  FAA.  Era  typically  leaves  every  30  minutes  with  two  tours 
consisting  of  four  helicopters  in  each  tour.  Other  tours,  predominantly  the  dogsled  tours, 
leave  in  groups  of  three  from  a heliport  site  at  the  Juneau  International  Airport  near  the 
Wings  of  Alaska  cargo  area.  All  tour  flights  generally  follow  routes  identified  in  the  LOA 
with  the  FAA. 

NorthStar  Trekking,  LLC 

NorthStar  is  currently  permitted  to  operate  on  the  Mendenhall,  Lemon  Creek,  Taku, 
Norris,  and  Gilkey  glaciers,  as  well  as  various  locations  in  the  backcountry  zone. 
NorthStar  is  authorized  a maximum  of  1,787  landings3.  Most  of  NorthStar’s  landing 
tours  and  associated  activities  occur  on  the  Mendenhall  Glacier,  but  the  other  sites  are 
regularly  used  when  weather,  snow,  and  ice  conditions  allow. 

NorthStar  offers  four  different  flightseeing  and  glacier  landing  tour  packages.  The 
Glacier  Discovery  Tour  involves  one  glacier  landing  and  is  approximately  2 hours  long. 
The  Glacier  Trek  Tour  involves  one  glacier  landing  combined  with  a glacier  trek  that  is  2, 
4,  or  6 hours  long.  NorthStar  sets  up  a floorless  expedition  tent  on  the  glacier  surface  for 
gearing  up  clients  with  glacier  trekking  gear.  This  tent  is  set  up  and  taken  down  on  a 
daily  basis.  The  Icefield  Explorer  Tour  involves  two  glacier  landings  and  is 


3 NorthStar’s  actual  landings  in  2001  equaled  1,805.  The  extra  landings  were  redistributed  by  the  Forest 
Service  when  other  companies  did  not  use  their  full  allotment. 
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approximately  2.5  hours  long.  The  Overnight  Glacier  Adventure  trek  includes  time  to  be 
outfitted  with  glacier  gear  and  a flight  to  and  from  the  glacier  trek  beginning  and  ending 
locations.  The  multi-day  trekking  activities  take  place  primarily  on  the  west  side  of  the 
Mendenhall  Glacier  or  on  the  Nugget  Glacier,  with  a single  camp  and  loop  routes  in  the 
vicinity  of  the  camp.  Other  multi-day  trekking  tours  are  conducted  between  the  Lemon 
Glacier  and  lower  South  Branch  of  the  Mendenhall  Glacier.  Participants  set  up  and 
occupy  temporary  camps  that  they  move  with  them  as  part  of  the  trekking  experience. 

The  primary  flight  routes  originate  from  the  Juneau  International  Airport.  Arrivals  and 
departures  from  the  Juneau  International  Airport  are  conducted  under  an  LOA  with  the 
FAA,  but  may  deviate  from  this  at  the  direction  of  the  air  traffic  controller  because  of 
weather  or  conflicting  traffic.  Likewise,  routes  to,  from,  and  over  the  glaciers/icefield 
vary  due  to  weather  and  traffic  conditions. 

Flights  to  the  Mendenhall  Glacier,  west  end  of  the  Juneau  Icefield,  and  the  Gilkey,  Battle, 
and  Thiel  glaciers  generally  depart  to  the  west  on  a Mendenhall  departure,  or  a west 
departure,  according  to  the  LOA  with  the  FAA.  Mendenhall  departures  fly  over  the  green 
belt  area  of  the  valley  to  the  Rifle  Range  and  either  onto  the  Mendenhall  Glacier  or  up 
Montana  Creek  to  reach  the  Herbert  Glacier  and  icefield.  West  departures  fly  over 
Mendenhall  Peninsula  and  Auke  Bay  to  the  ferry  terminal,  then  turn  north  along 
Spaulding  Meadows  for  either  Mendenhall  Glacier  or  Montana  Creek,  proceeding  to  the 
Herbert  Glacier  and  the  icefield.  Occasionally  routes  to  the  west  continue  further  up  the 
coastal  area,  as  far  as  Berners  Bay,  to  access  or  return  from  the  west  end  due  to  weather. 

Flights  to  the  Lemon,  Norris,  and  Taku  glaciers  generally  depart  to  the  east,  climb  up  the 
Blackerby  Ridge  side  of  Lemon  Creek,  and  proceed  to  the  sites  at  the  east  end  of  the 
Juneau  Icefield.  When  weather  conditions  do  not  allow  use  of  this  route,  the  flight  path 
proceeds  east  along  the  Douglas  side  of  Gastineau  Channel  and  either  through  Sheep 
Creek  or  around  Point  Bishop  and  up  Taku  Inlet.  When  weather  allows,  flights  to  the  east 
end  may  depart  or  return  via  the  Mendenhall  Glacier  or  Spaulding  Meadows  route. 
Likewise,  the  west  end  trips  may  use  the  east  route  for  either  the  departure  or  arrival. 

Dogsled  Mushing  Tours  on  the  Juneau  Icefield 

Table  3-3  shows  the  history  and  development  of  companies,  under  special  use  permit  by 
the  Forest  Service,  conducting  commercial  outfitter-guided  dogsled  mushing  tours  on  the 
Juneau  Icefield.  The  landings  are  included  in  the  total  annual  authorizations  for  the 
permitted  commercial  helicopter  landing  tours  on  the  Juneau  Icefield.  More  than  8,000 
cruise  ship  passengers  chose  to  participate  in  this  activity  during  the  1999  season,  and 
more  than  9,000  participated  in  2000  and  in  2001.  As  shown  in  Table  3-3,  dogsled  tour 
participation  grew  rapidly  from  its  inception  in  1 997,  and  is  beginning  to  settle  into  a 
more  normal  growth  rate. 


Table  3-3.  Dogsled  Mushing  Tours  on  the  Juneau  Icefield,  1997-2000 


1997 

1998 

1999 

2000 

2001 

Landings 

216 

566 

1,567 

1,824 

1,792 

% change  from  previous 
year 

NA 

+162 

+177 

+16 

-2 

Participants 

1,113 

3,030 

8,267 

9,787 

9,555 

% change  from  previous 
year 

NA 

+172 

+175 

+18 

-2 

NA  - Not  applicable. 
Source:  Forest  Service  files. 
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Taku  Lodge-Wings  of  Alaska 

Annually,  approximately  25,000  people  participate  in  fixed-wing  flightseeing  tours  with 
Wings  of  Alaska  in  the  Taku  Inlet  area.  Approximately  50  percent  of  these  individuals 
elect  the  tour  that  includes  a visit  to  the  Taku  Lodge  and  use  of  its  amenities. 

Alaska  Coastal  Airlines,  LLC. 

Alaska  Coastal  Airlines,  under  permit  to  the  Forest  Service  in  1999  and  2000,  was 
authorized  to  conduct  outfitter-guided  flightseeing  tours  that  land  on  Norris  Glacier  Lake, 
Antler  Glacier  Lake,  West  Fork  Lace  Lake,  as  well  as  other  destinations  that  are  not  on 
the  JRD.  The  flights  departed  from  the  Juneau  Airport  float  pond.  Clients  experience  a 
flightseeing  tour  with  a fixed-wing  aircraft  landing  on  the  destination  body  of  water. 
Clients  walk  onto  and  explore  the  lakeshore  or  glacier  terminus  environment.  On  Norris 
Glacier  Lake,  50  fixed-wing  landings  were  reported  in  1999,  and  15  were  reported  in 
2000.  No  use  has  been  reported  at  Antler  Glacier  Lake  or  West  Fork  Lace  Lake  for  the 
past  two  years.  Alaska  Coastal  Airlines  did  not  have  a permit  in  2001  and  currently  does 
not  have  a permit  to  operate  on  the  JRD. 

Alaska  Fly  ‘N  Fish  Charters,  Inc. 

Alaska  Fly  ‘N  Fish  Charters,  under  permit  to  the  Forest  Service,  conducts  outfitter-guided 
fixed-wing  flightseeing  tours  that  depart  from  the  Juneau  Airport  float  pond  and  have 
destinations  on  the  JRD  and  Admiralty  National  Monument,  which  are  outside  of  the 
project  boundary.  The  flights,  however,  do  originate  from  within  the  project  area.  A total 
of  350  service  days  (approximately  100  departures)  was  authorized  in  2000,  although 
only  one  trip  or  no  trip  has  occurred  each  year  at  each  site  on  the  JRD. 

Bear  Creek  Outfitters,  Inc. 

Bear  Creek  Outfitters,  under  permit  to  the  Forest  Service,  conducts  outfitter-guided  fixed- 
wing  fishing  tours  that  depart  from  the  Juneau  Airport  and  the  airport  float  pond.  Bear 
Creek  Outfitters  has  destinations  on  the  JRD  and  Admiralty  National  Monument,  which 
are  outside  of  the  project  boundary;  however,  the  flights  originate  from  within  the  project 
area.  Bear  Creek  Outfitters  provides  outfitter-guided  fishing  opportunities  for 
approximately  1 ,000  clients  annually. 

Gastineau  Guides,  Inc. 

Gastineau  Guides,  under  permit  to  the  Forest  Service,  conducts  outfitter-guided  hiking  on 
the  trails  in  the  MGRA  and  on  Herbert  Glacier  Trail.  Reported  use  has  averaged 
approximately  4,000  clients  for  the  past  three  years,  with  authorized  use  at  nearly  twice 
that.  The  reported  use  figures  are  included  in  the  total  use  estimates  in  Table  3-1 . 

Out  of  Bounds,  Inc. 

Out  of  Bounds,  under  permit  to  the  Forest  Service,  conducts  outfitter-guided  heli-skiing 
on  the  Tongass  National  Forest.  Their  permit  authorizes  outfitter-guided  heli-skiing  in 
the  following  areas:  Antler  Glacier  and  the  Antler  River  Valley;  Bucher  Glacier;  areas  in 
the  1995  EIS  Juneau  Icefield  study  area  (except  for  Eagle  Glacier,  Mendenhall  Glacier, 
Death  Valley,  and  the  lower  half  of  Taku  Glacier);  and  areas  on  the  Chilkat  Mountain 
Range  south  of  Endicott  River  Wilderness.  Operations  occur  primarily  from  January 
through  April,  and  for  the  5 years  from  1996  to  2000,  Out  of  Bounds  averaged  232  clients 
annually,  with  an  associated  50  round-trip  flights  from  the  TEMSCO  and  Coastal 
helibases  near  the  Juneau  International  Airport.  Out  of  Bounds  currently  does  not  have  a 
permit  for  2002  operations  on  the  JRD. 
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Black  Bears 


The  following  uses  are  generally  considered  educational  or  general  purpose  rather  than 
recreational;  however,  they  are  included  here  for  completeness  and  because  any  impacts 
to  these  users  would  be  similar  to  impacts  on  recreationists. 

Juneau  Icefield  Research  Program 

Approximately  50  students  participate  annually  in  the  JIRP.  The  students  hike/trek  to  the 
research  camps  (shown  in  Figure  1-2).  Activities  include  icefield  research  work  and 
study  at  the  camps,  seismic  data  recording,  weather  monitoring,  and  study  of  the  Juneau 
Icefield  dynamics  and  characteristics.  Much  of  the  activity  is  based  out  of  transient, 
remote  field  camps  that  are  moved  periodically. 

Echo  Ranch  Bible  Camp 

Located  just  south  of  Berners  Bay,  Echo  Ranch  Bible  Camp  is  used  primarily  from  May 
through  September  each  year.  The  use  has  been  stable  for  the  past  5 years  and  reaches 
approximately  3,600  persons  annually.  This  number  represents  Bible  camp  students, 
staff,  and  campers  in  the  area,  many  of  whom  engage  in  outdoor  adventure  activities 
including  kayaking,  hiking,  camping,  and  horseback  riding.  Much  of  the  kayaking 
activity  based  at  the  camp  has  Berners  Bay  as  a destination.  Echo  Ranch  Bible  Camp  is 
located  under  a proposed  flight  route  for  commercial  helicopter  landing  tours  on  the 
Juneau  Icefield. 

Privately  Owned  Facilities  in  the  Taku  Inlet  Area 

Several  privately  owned  facilities  are  located  on  land  along  the  shoreline  of  Taku  Inlet 
and  Taku  River.  These  are  under  or  adjacent  to  the  flight  routes  of  the  helicopter  landing 
tours. 


Wildlife 

This  section  is  divided  into  three  parts:  management  indicator  species;  threatened, 
endangered,  and  sensitive  species;  and  other  species  of  concern. 

Management  Indicator  Species 

Wildlife  species  depend  on  a variety  of  habitats  to  meet  their  needs.  The  response  of 
management  indicator  species  (MIS)  to  land  management  activities  can  be  used  to  predict 
the  likely  response  of  other  species  with  similar  habitat  requirements  or  life  histories. 
Through  the  MIS  concept,  the  total  number  of  species  that  occur  within  a project  area  can 
be  represented  by  a smaller  set  of  species  that  collectively  represent  the  complex  of 
habitats,  species,  and  associated  management  concerns.  All  13  of  the  MIS  identified  in 
the  Forest  Plan  (Forest  Service,  1997)  occur  within  the  project  area.  The  project  is  not 
likely  to  affect  the  red  squirrel  ( Tamiasciuriis  hudsonicus),  marten  (Martes  americana), 
river  otter  ( Lutra  canadensis),  Sitka  black-tailed  deer  ( Odocoileus  hemionus  sitkensis), 
Vancouver  Canada  goose  ( Branta  canadensis  fulva),  red-breasted  sapsucker 
{Sphyrapicus  ruber),  hairy  woodpecker  (. Pico  ides  villosus),  or  brown  creeper  ( Certhia 
americana)  because  flight  routes  that  occur  near  their  habitat  generally  are  greater  than 
1,500  feet  above  ground  level,  and  their  habitat  does  not  occur  near  landing  sites. 
Individuals  of  these  species  may  be  disturbed  in  some  cases,  but  effects  on  populations 
would  be  negligible. 

Black  bears  ( Ursus  americanus)  are  present  throughout  the  mainland  and  on  the  islands 
south  of  Frederick  Sound  (MacDonald  and  Cook,  1999).  They  use  areas  from  sea  level  to 
alpine  areas  throughout  the  project  area,  but  rarely  occur  on  the  icefield  itself  except 
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when  traveling  to  other,  more  hospitable  habitat  areas.  Estuarine,  riparian,  and  forested 
coastal  habitats  receive  the  highest  use  by  black  bears  and  appear  to  have  the  highest 
habitat  values  (Forest  Service,  1997).  Black  bears  can  adapt  to  changes  in  their 
environment  caused  by  humans.  Black  bears  occur  near  proposed  flight  routes  in  the 
Lace  River,  Berners  Bay,  Antler  River,  Gilkey  Glacier,  Thiel  Glacier,  Battle  Glacier, 
Cowee  Creek,  Eagle  Glacier  and  River,  Herbert  Glacier  and  River,  Mendenhall  Glacier, 
Heintzleman  Ridge,  Blackerby  Ridge,  Salmon  Creek,  lower  Norris  Glacier,  and  lower 
Taku  Glacier  and  River  areas. 

Brown  bears  ( Ursus  arctos ) are  present  on  the  mainland  and  on  the  islands  north  of 
Frederick  Sound  (MacDonald  and  Cook,  1999).  They  use  areas  from  sea  level  to  alpine 
areas  throughout  the  project  area,  but  rarely  occur  on  the  icefield  itself  except  when 
traveling  to  other,  more  hospitable  habitat  areas.  The  late-summer  season  is  the  most 
critical  or  limiting  period  for  brown  bears  while  they  feed  voraciously  in  preparation  for 
winter  (Forest  Service,  1997).  During  this  season,  many  brown  bears  concentrate  along 
low-elevation  valley  bottoms  and  salmon  streams.  Brown  bears  occur  near  proposed 
flight  routes  in  the  Lace  River,  Berners  Bay,  Antler  River,  Gilkey  Glacier,  Thiel  Glacier, 
Battle  Glacier,  Cowee  Creek,  Eagle  Glacier  and  River,  Herbert  Glacier  and  River,  lower 
Norris  Glacier,  and  lower  Taku  Glacier  and  River  areas. 

Mountain  goats  ( Oreamnos  americanus ) are  the  species  likely  to  be  most  affected  by  the 
proposed  project  because  of  the  proximity  of  their  habitat  to  flight  routes  and  landing 
sites.  Historically,  mountain  goats  in  Southeast  Alaska  were  present  only  on  the 
mainland,  but  have  more  recently  been  transplanted  to  many  of  the  islands  (MacDonald 
and  Cook,  1999).  Mountain  goats  represent  species  using  cliffs,  alpine  and  subalpine 
habitats,  and  old-growth  forest  habitats  (Forest  Service,  1997),  and  they  occur  in  these 
habitats  throughout  the  project  area  (Figure  2-10).  A mountain  goat  habitat  capability 
model  (Suring  et  al.,  1988)  developed  by  the  Forest  Service  and  the  ADF&G  for  the 
Tongass  Land  Management  Plan  Revision  was  used  to  identify  this  habitat.  Maps 
portraying  mountain  goat  habitat  have  been  updated  since  the  1995  EIS  to  include  the 
1,500-foot  buffer  recommended  in  the  Forest  Plan  and  areas  where  goats  have  been 
observed  consistently.  The  model  has  been  verified  with  aerial  observations  made  in  the 
project  area. 

The  quantity  and  quality  of  winter  habitat  is  the  most  limiting  factor  for  mountain  goats  in 
Southeast  Alaska.  Old-growth  trees  with  large,  dense  crowns  have  the  highest  value 
because  they  intercept  the  most  snow  and  provide  understory  forage  plants.  Mountain 
goats  may  also  be  sensitive  to  low-level  aircraft  flights  over  summer  alpine  habitats 
(Foster  and  Rahs,  1983;  Cote,  1996;  Wilson  and  Shackleton,  2001).  Mountain  goats  mate 
in  November  and  December  and,  usually,  a single  kid  is  bom  in  late  May  or  early  June 
after  a gestation  period  of  approximately  180  days.  Kidding  habitat  occurs  throughout  the 
project  area  in  denser  subalpine  vegetation,  usually  between  1,000  and  2,000  feet  in 
elevation.  Kids  usually  remain  with  their  mothers  until  the  next  breeding  season. 
Mountain  goats  may  live  14  to  15  years,  though  most  live  fewer  than  12  years. 

Standards  and  guidelines  in  the  Forest  Plan  require  providing  for  the  long-term 
productivity  of  mountain  goat  habitat  and  viability  of  mountain  goat  populations.  Where 
feasible,  facilities,  camps,  and  other  developments  should  be  located  1 mile  or  more  from 
important  wintering  and  kidding  habitat.  If  the  1-mile  or  more  distance  cannot  be 
achieved,  possible  adverse  impacts  are  mitigated  by  seasonally  restricting  or  regulating 
human  use  and  employing  other  site-specific  mitigation  measures.  The  standards  and 
guidelines  also  indicate  that  Forest  Service-permitted  or  approved  aircraft  flights  (fixed- 
wing  and  helicopter)  should  maintain  a 1,500-foot  vertical  or  horizontal  clearance  from 
traditional  summer  and  kidding  habitat  and  animals  whenever  feasible.  Where  feasible, 
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flight  paths  should  avoid  known  mountain  goat  kidding  areas  from  May  1 5 through 
June  15. 

Several  studies  found  that  mountain  goat  home  ranges  are  relatively  small.  A study  of  28 
radio-collared  mountain  goats  in  Southeast  Alaska  showed  that  year-round  home  ranges 
varied  from  3.9  to  7.7  square  miles  (10  to  20  square  kilometers)  (Fox  et  al.,  1989). 
Seasonal  range  attachment  to  sites  is  high.  Preferred  sites  are  used  year  after  year. 
Attachment  to  sites  used  in  summer  is  higher  than  winter-use  sites  (Fox  et  al.,  1989). 
Mountain  goats  prefer  steep,  rugged  terrain  (Brandborg,  1955;  Rideout  and  Hoffman, 
1975)  and  this  preference  is  generally  explained  as  predator  avoidance  (Fox  and 
Streveler,  1986;  Rideout  and  Hoffman,  1975). 

Several  studies  found  that  mountain  goats  spent  60  percent  of  daylight  hours  within  or  at 
the  edge  of  escape  terrain  in  summer  (Fox,  1983;  Schoen  and  Kirchhoff,  1982;  Smith, 
1985).  Mountain  goats  near  Juneau  used  rock  outcrops,  alpine  tundra,  subalpine  forest, 
and  shrub  land  habitats  predominantly  during  summer  (Schoen  and  Kirchhoff,  1982). 
Assuming  nighttime  bedding  in  escape  terrain,  the  longer  period  of  daylight  in  summer 
means  that  mountain  goats  spend  substantially  more  time  outside  escape  terrain  than  in 
winter  (Fox  et  al.,  1989).  Smith  (1985)  reported  that  95  percent  of  all  relocations  of 
radio-collared  mountain  goats  in  Southeast  Alaska  were  within  1,300  feet  of  cliffs  that 
could  be  used  as  escape  terrain. 

A habitat  capability  model  was  developed  by  the  Forest  Service  and  ADF&G  in  1988  for 
the  Tongass  Land  Management  Plan  Revision.  The  model  uses  topographic  features 
(steep  escape  terrain)  and  habitat  features  (old-growth  forests  on  southerly  aspects  within 
1,300  feet  of  escape  terrain)  from  Forest  Service  Geographic  Information  System  (GIS) 
databases  to  estimate  the  capability  of  habitats  to  support  mountain  goat  populations. 
Figure  2-8  shows  habitats  in  the  project  area  capable  of  supporting  mountain  goats  and 
areas  where  mountain  goats  have  been  consistently  observed.  Goats  have  been  observed 
in  most  of  the  areas  predicted  by  the  habitat  capability  model. 

Goat  populations  have  apparently  been  stable  or  increasing  in  the  project  area  over  the 
past  30  years.  Goat  populations  near  Juneau  were  probably  depressed  in  the  early  part  of 
the  century  because  of  increased  human  habitation  related  to  mining  activity  (Barten, 
2000).  Hunting  occurred  throughout  the  project  area  until  1985  when  the  area  from  Taku 
Glacier  to  Eagle  Glacier  was  closed  because  of  low  numbers  of  goats.  Goats  in  the 
remainder  of  the  project  area  have  always  been  subject  to  harvest.  The  area  between 
Point  Salisbury  and  Taku  Glacier  was  reopened  in  1999  for  an  archery-only  hunt. 

An  outbreak  of  contagious  ecthyma,  or  orf,  was  detected  near  Mendenhall  Glacier  and  the 
Kensington  mine  in  1990  (McCarthy,  1991;  Zamke,  2000).  Contagious  ecthyma  is  a viral 
disease,  occurring  most  commonly  in  Dali  sheep  and  mountain  goats  in  Alaska.  The  virus 
is  generally  non-lethal  to  healthy  animals,  lasting  a few  weeks;  however,  scabby  lesions 
can  temporarily  form  on  eyes  and  ears  to  the  degree  that  these  senses  become  useless. 
Although  this  condition  is  temporary,  these  individuals  are  more  susceptible  to  predation 
and  falling  accidents  while  ill.  It  is  unknown  to  what  extent  contagious  ecthyma 
influences  population  dynamics.  There  was  no  evidence  of  this  disease  in  the  project  area 
since  the  early  1990s  until  a young  goat  was  reported  with  the  disease  near  Sheep  Creek 
in  fall  2001 . The  goat  was  collected  by  ADF&G  after  it  had  died  in  October  2001 
(Barten,  2001). 

In  Southeast  Alaska,  gray  {Alexander  Archipelago)  wolves  ( Canis  lupus  ligoni ) inhabit 
the  mainland  and  the  islands  south  of  Frederick  Sound  (MacDonald  and  Cook.  1999). 
They  occur  throughout  the  project  area  from  shoreline  to  alpine  areas,  but  generally  avoid 
areas  used  by  humans.  Wolves  observed  on  the  icefield  are  traveling  to  other,  more 
hospitable  habitat  areas.  Suitable  habitats  for  wolves  equate  to  areas  capable  of 
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supporting  an  adequate  prey  base  of  ungulates,  beaver,  and  salmon.  Wolf  densities  are 
generally  lower  on  the  mainland  and  higher  on  islands  in  the  southern  half  of  the  Tongass 
National  Forest  where  the  prey  densities  are  higher.  Due  to  social  interactions,  wolf 
densities  do  not  exceed  certain  levels  even  when  prey  abundance  is  high.  Wolves  have 
large  home  ranges  (about  100  square  miles  [260  square  kilometers]  per  pack),  use  a wide 
variety  of  habitats,  and  are  very  mobile.  They  do  not  have  specific  vegetation  corridor 
requirements,  as  they  travel  and  disperse  through  a variety  of  terrain,  vegetative 
conditions,  and  among  islands  separated  by  relatively  narrow  bodies  of  water  (e.g., 
hundreds  of  yards).  Wolves  occur  near  proposed  flight  routes  in  the  Lace  River,  Berners 
Bay,  Antler  River,  Gilkey  River  and  Glacier,  Thiel  Glacier,  Battle  Glacier,  Cowee  Creek, 
Eagle  Glacier  and  River,  Herbert  Glacier  and  River,  Mendenhall  Glacier,  Heintzleman 
Ridge,  Blackerby  Ridge,  Salmon  Creek,  lower  Norris  Glacier,  and  lower  Taku  Glacier 
and  River  areas. 

Bald  eagles  ( Haliaeetus  leucocephalus)  occur  throughout  Southeast  Alaska,  where  their 
continent-wide  population  reaches  its  highest  density  (Forest  Service,  1997). 
Concentrations  occur  in  Berners  Bay  in  late  April  through  mid-May  to  feed  on  the 
abundant  schooling  and  spawning  eulachon.  Their  nesting  habitat  is  primarily  old-growth 
trees  along  the  coast  and  within  riparian  areas  (Figure  2-9).  The  USFWS  and  Forest 
Service  maintain  an  interagency  agreement  for  bald  eagle  habitat  management  in  the 
Alaska  Region,  which  includes  standards  and  guidelines  for  regulating  human  disturbance 
within  identified  bald  eagle  use  areas  on  NFS  lands.  All  identified  eagle  nest  trees  are 
surrounded  by  a minimum  330-foot  radius  protective  habitat  management  zone.  Repeated 
aircraft  flights  are  restricted  within  one-quarter  mile  of  nest  trees  when  active.  All  nest 
trees  are  considered  active  March  1 to  May  3 1 , and  those  nest  trees  containing  eggs  or 
young  are  considered  active  June  1 through  August  31,  annually.  USFWS  surveys  have 
located  308  nest  trees  within  the  project  area  (Figure  2-9). 

Threatened,  Endangered,  and  Sensitive  Species 

Threatened  and  endangered  species  (TES)  are  those  plant  and  animal  species  formally 
listed  by  USFWS  or  NMFS,  under  authority  of  the  ESA.  An  endangered  species  is 
defined  as  a species  in  danger  of  extinction  throughout  all  or  a significant  portion  of  its 
range.  A threatened  species  is  defined  as  a species  likely  to  become  an  endangered 
species  within  the  foreseeable  future  throughout  all  or  a significant  portion  of  its  range. 
Sensitive  species  are  those  plant  and  animal  species  identified  by  the  Regional  Forester 
for  which  population  viability  is  a concern  on  NFS  lands  within  the  Alaska  Region. 

Of  the  six  threatened  or  endangered  species  that  occur  in  the  Tongass  National  Forest, 
only  the  humpback  whale  ( Megaptera  novaeangliae ) and  Steller  sea  lion  ( Eumetopias 
jubata ) occur  in  or  near  the  project  area.  Of  the  eight  sensitive  fish  and  wildlife  species 
that  occur  in  the  Tongass  National  Forest,  only  the  trumpeter  swan  ( Cygnus  buccinator) 
and  Queen  Charlotte  goshawk  (Accipiter  gentilis  laingi ) occur  in  the  project  area.  The 
project  is  not  likely  to  affect  the  Queen  Charlotte  goshawk  because  its  habitat  generally 
does  not  occur  near  flight  routes  or  landing  sites. 

Humpback  whales  occur  in  marine  waters  throughout  Southeast  Alaska  (MacDonald  and 
Cook,  1999),  including  Taku  Inlet,  Stephens  Passage,  Gastineau  Channel,  Fritz  Cove, 
Favorite  Channel,  and  Berners  Bay  in  or  near  the  project  area.  Humpback  whales  feed  in 
southeastern  Alaska  waters  from  about  May  through  December,  though  some  remain 
year-round.  Whales  and  other  marine  mammals  concentrate  in  Berners  Bay  in  early  May 
to  feed  on  spawning  eulachon.  Because  the  humpback  inhabits  shallow  coastal  areas,  it  is 
increasingly  exposed  to  human  activity.  Consequently,  these  whales  may  be  more 
susceptible  to  confrontational  disturbance,  displacement,  and  loss  of  habitat  from 
environmental  degradation  than  some  other  whale  species.  Standards  and  guidelines  in 
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the  Forest  Plan  require  that  the  Forest  Service  provide  for  the  protection  and  maintenance 
of  whale  habitats  and  ensure  that  Forest  Service-permitted  or  approved  activities  are 
conducted  in  a manner  consistent  with  MMPA,  ESA,  and  NMFS  regulations  for 
approaching  whales.  Taking  of  whales  is  prohibited;  taking  includes  harassing  or 
pursuing  or  attempting  any  such  activity. 

Steller  (northern)  sea  lions  occur  in  marine  waters  throughout  Southeast  Alaska 
(MacDonald  and  Cook,  1999),  including  Taku  Inlet,  Stephens  Passage,  Gastineau  Channel, 
Fritz  Cove,  Favorite  Channel,  and  Berners  Bay  in  or  near  the  project  area.  Steller  sea  lions 
gather  on  well-defined,  traditionally  used  rookeries  to  pup  and  breed  (Caulkins,  1994). 
Males  defend  individual  territories  from  approximately  mid-May  through  mid-July. 
Females  give  birth  to  a single  pup  anytime  from  mid-May  through  July.  As  marine 
carnivores,  Steller  sea  lions  eat  a wide  variety  of  fish  and  invertebrates.  Feeding  occurs 
from  the  intertidal  zone  to  the  continental  shelf,  and  Steller  sea  lions  are  considered  top- 
level  consumers.  Harassment  or  displacement  of  sea  lions  from  preferred  habitats  by 
human  activities  such  as  boating,  recreation,  and  aircraft  is  a concern  with  regard  to  long- 
term conservation  of  the  sea  lion  in  Southeast  Alaska  (Forest  Service,  1997). 

NMFS  designated  critical  habitat  for  the  Steller  sea  lion  in  1993  (50  CFR  Part  226.202) 
and  defines  areas  considered  essential  for  the  continued  survival  and  recovery  of  this 
species.  Critical  habitat  provides  notice  to  federal  agencies  that  a listed  species  depends 
on  these  areas  for  its  continued  existence  and  that  any  federal  action  that  may  affect  these 
areas  is  subject  to  consultation  requirements  of  Section  7 of  ESA.  Critical  habitat  at  these 
sites  includes  a 3,000-foot  distance  landward  and  seaward  from  the  rookery  or  haulout 
site.  It  also  includes  a 3,000-foot-elevation  air  zone  above  these  terrestrial  and  aquatic 
zones.  Benjamin  Island  is  the  only  designated  critical  habitat  in  or  near  the  project  area. 
Forest- wide  standards  and  guidelines  direct  the  Forest  Service  to  protect  Steller  sea  lion 
habitat  and  ensure  that  Forest  Service-funded,  permitted,  or  authorized  activities  are 
conducted  in  a manner  consistent  with  the  requirements,  consultations,  or  advice  received 
from  the  appropriate  regulatory  agencies  for  MMPA,  ESA,  and  NMFS  guidelines  for 
approaching  seals  and  sea  lions.  Guidelines  developed  by  NMFS  for  aircraft-based 
viewing  of  marine  mammals  include  prohibition  of  buzzing  and  hovering,  and 
maintenance  of  a 1,500-foot  altitude  buffer.  Taking  of  sea  lions  is  prohibited;  taking 
includes  harassing  or  pursuing  or  attempting  any  such  activity. 

Trumpeter  swans  occur  throughout  Southeast  Alaska  in  ice-free  areas  during  the  winter 
(Forest  Service,  1997).  They  nest  and  rear  young  from  April  through  September  in  the 
wetlands  of  the  Antler,  Lace,  and  Berners  river  drainages  that  flow  into  Berners  Bay  on 
the  northern  end  of  the  project  area  (Figure  2-9).  Trumpeters  typically  select  a nest  site  in 
an  undisturbed  marsh  next  to  a small  lake  and  are  very  sensitive  to  disturbance 
(Rosenberg  and  Rothe,  1994).  They  may  have  an  unsuccessful  breeding  season  if  high 
levels  of  human  activity  occur  near  their  nest  site.  In  most  areas,  special  habitat 
protection  measures  are  intended  to  ensure  continued  use  and  production  by  swans. 
Forest-wide  standards  and  guidelines  direct  the  Forest  Service  to  provide  for  the 
protection  and  maintenance  of  trumpeter  swan  habitats  and  avoid  disturbance  of 
trumpeter  swans,  particularly  during  nesting,  brood  rearing,  and  wintering  periods,  to 
prevent  abandonment  of  their  nests,  brood-rearing  areas,  and  winter  habitats.  As  a 
general  guideline,  the  Forest  Plan  limits  development  within  0.5  mile  of  wetlands  used  by 
nesting,  brood-rearing,  and  wintering  trumpeter  swans. 

Other  Species  of  Concern 

Moose  {Alces  dices ) naturally  occur  in  the  major  river  systems  on  the  mainland  in 
Southeast  Alaska  and  were  transplanted  to  Berners  Bay  in  1960  (MacDonald  and  Cook. 
1999).  Moose  habitat  in  Southeast  Alaska  is  associated  primarily  with  riparian  and  post- 
glacial early-successional  vegetation  types  (Forest  Service,  1997).  In  addition  to  all 
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drainages  in  Berners  Bay,  they  occur  near  the  foot  of  the  Taku  and  Norris  glaciers  and  a 
few  occur  in  the  Cowee/Davies  and  Eagle/Herbert  drainages.  Forest-wide  standards  and 
guidelines  direct  the  Forest  Service  to  coordinate  other  resource  management  activities  to 
maintain  or  improve  habitat  conditions  for  moose. 

Harbor  seals  ( Phoca  vitulina ) occur  throughout  Southeast  Alaska  in  coastal  marine  waters. 
During  salmon  migration,  they  can  be  found  a considerable  distance  upstream  in 
freshwater  rivers  and  lakes  (MacDonald  and  Cook,  1999).  Concentrations  greater  than 
500  occur  in  Berners  Bay  in  late  April  through  mid-May,  where  they  feed  on  the  abundant 
schooling  and  spawning  eulachon.  Harbor  seals  haul  out  of  the  water  periodically  to  rest, 
give  birth,  and  nurse  their  pups  (Kinkhart  and  Pitcher,  1994).  Single  pups  are  bom 
between  May  and  mid-July  and  normally  remain  with  their  mothers  for  about  1 month. 
Reefs,  sand  and  gravel  beaches,  sand  and  mud  bars,  and  glacial  and  sea  ice  are  commonly 
used  for  hauling  sites,  including  Berners  Bay.  Also  in  Berners  Bay,  seals  come  ashore 
during  July  and  August  to  molt.  Seals  are  susceptible  to  disturbance  by  aircraft  and  boats, 
and  when  disturbed,  retreat  into  the  water.  Repeated  disturbance  during  pupping,  nursing, 
or  molting  can  be  socially  and  energetically  detrimental  (Jemison,  1999).  The  MMPA 
prohibits  harassment  of  all  marine  mammal  species  in  U.S.  waters.  Harassment  is  defined 
in  the  MMPA  as  “any  act  of  pursuit,  torment,  or  annoyance  which  has  the  potential  to 
injure  a marine  mammal  or  marine  mammal  stock  in  the  wild;  or  has  the  potential  to 
disturb  a marine  mammal  stock  in  the  wild  by  causing  disruption  of  behavioral  patterns, 
including,  but  not  limited  to,  migration,  breathing,  nursing,  breeding,  feeding,  or 
sheltering.”  Guidelines  developed  by  NMFS  for  aircraft-based  viewing  of  marine  mammals 
include  prohibition  of  buzzing  and  hovering,  and  maintenance  of  a 1,500-foot  altitude. 


New  Areas 

The  fourth  significant  issue  noted  in  Chapter  1 is  impacts  in  new  areas.  The  new  areas 
being  considered  in  one  or  more  of  the  alternatives  include  Antler  Glacier,  Antler  Glacier 
Lake,  other  areas  north  of  Gilkey  Glacier  to  the  Haines/Juneau  Borough  line  (see 
Figure  1-2),  Berners  Bay,  Eagle  Glacier,  and  Death  Valley.  Berners  Bay  supports 
extensive  water-based  recreation  and,  currently,  there  is  a cabin  at  the  bay.  The  other 
sites  are  more  remote  and  currently  provide  wildlife  habitat  and  recreational  opportunities 
away  from  helicopter  landing  sites;  these  have  been  discussed  in  previous  recreation  and 
wildlife  sections. 

Roadless  Areas 

This  project  encompasses,  but  is  not  all  inclusive  of,  five  Roadless  Areas  as  identified  in 
the  Forest  Plan  and  updated  in  the  Supplemental  EIS  (SEIS)  to  the  1997  Tongass  Land 
Management  Plan  Revision  EIS,  which  is  currently  in  progress.  The  areas,  identified  in 
the  Forest  Plan  and  updated  in  the  SEIS,  are  as  follows: 


Area 

Name 

Acres 

301 

Juneau- Skag way  Icefield 

1,201,474 

302 

Taku-Snettisham 

685,704 

305 

Juneau  Urban 

95,633 

310 

Douglas  Island 

27,761 

313 

Rhine 

19,628 
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These  five  Roadless  Areas,  as  shown  in  Figure  3-1,  encompass  approximately  2,030,200 
acres  and  are  described  below.  Each  individual  roadless  area  description  is  available  in 
its  entirety  on  the  SEIS  Web  site  at  www.tongass-seis.net. 

The  area  is  on  the  Juneau  mainland  and  is  bordered  by  the  Canadian  Border  to  the  east; 
non-NFS  Alaskan  lands,  including  the  city  of  Skagway  to  the  north;  the  CBJ  and  the 
Taku-Snettisham  Roadless  Area  (302)  to  the  south;  and  Lynn  Canal  and  the  Juneau  Urban 
Roadless  Area  (305)  to  the  west.  The  southern  boundary  is  bounded  partially  by  the 
southern  edge  of  the  Juneau  Icefield  above  the  Taku  Inlet  and  the  Taku  River  drainage. 

This  vast  area,  more  than  1.2  million  acres  in  size,  includes  three  biogeographic  provinces 
(Ice  Fields,  Lynn  Canal,  and  Northern  Coast  Range  Provinces).  The  majority  of  the  area 
is  in  the  Ice  Fields  Province,  which  is  generally  characterized  by  permanent  ice  fields, 
active  glaciers,  and  nunatuks  (mountain  peaks  between  glaciers). 

The  area  was  allocated  to  seven  different  LUDs  under  the  1997  Forest  Plan.  These  seven 
LUDs  were  Remote  Recreation  (904,769  acres),  Semi-Remote  Recreation  (218,526 
acres),  LUD  II  (42,921  acres),  Modified  Landscape  (22,469  acres),  Wild  River  (10,176 
acres),  Research  Natural  Area  (8,276  acres),  and  Old-Growth  Habitat  (3,625  acres). 

The  natural  features  of  the  area,  including  the  extensive  icefield,  the  scenery,  and  the 
opportunity  to  see  wildlife  and  to  study  the  processes  that  formed  this  country,  may  all  be 
considered  attractions.  The  icefield  and  numerous  glaciers  offer  unparalleled  scenery  and 
opportunities  for  mountaineering,  skiing,  ice  and  rock  climbing,  camping,  and  scenic 
viewing.  Scientific  research  is  conducted  on  the  Juneau  Icefield  through  the  Foundation 
of  Glacier  Research. 

The  Taku-Snettisham  Roadless  Area  is  on  the  Juneau  mainland  and  is  part  of  a very 
extensive  mainland  roadless  area  that  includes  portions  of  western  British  Columbia.  The 
area  extends  north  from  the  Tracy  Arm-Fords  Terror  Wilderness  and  is  bordered  to  the 
north  by  the  Skagway-Juneau  Icefield  Roadless  Area.  Stephens  Passage  and  two  major 
river  inlets,  Taku  Inlet  and  Port  Snettisham,  border  the  area  to  the  west.  The  area  is 
separated  from  saltwater  by  an  electric  transmission  line  corridor  in  a number  of 
locations.  In  addition,  the  northern  portion  of  the  area  is  separated  from  the  Rhine 
Roadless  Area  by  an  electric  transmission  line  that  runs  from  the  Annex  Creek 
hydroelectric  power  plant  to  Juneau.  The  U.S. /Canadian  border  forms  the  east  boundary 
to  the  area.  Juneau,  located  immediately  west  of  the  northern  portion  of  the  area,  is  the 
closest  community. 

This  area  is  within  the  Ice  Fields  and  Northern  Coast  Range  Provinces.  The  Ice  Fields 
Province  is  generally  characterized  by  permanent  ice  fields,  active  glaciers,  and  nunatuks 
(mountain  peaks  between  glaciers). 

The  area  was  allocated  to  eight  different  LUDs  under  the  1997  Forest  Plan.  These  eight 
LUDs  were  Semi-Remote  Recreation  (388,317  acres),  Remote  Recreation  (209,629 
acres),  Modified  Landscape  (21,641  acres),  Scenic  Viewshed  (20,901  acres),  Timber 
Production  (17,595  acres),  Old-Growth  Habitat  (15,236  acres),  Research  Natural  Area 
(8,575  acres),  and  Municipal  Watershed  (282  acres). 

The  natural  features  of  the  area,  the  scenery,  and  the  opportunity  to  see  wildlife  are  all 
considered  attractions.  High-quality  fishing  opportunities  in  the  streams  and  lakes  also 
provide  attractions.  There  are  several  trails  and  three  public  recreation  cabins  in  this 
roadless  area.  In  addition,  Limestone  Inlet  has  been  identified  as  an  area  of  scientific 
research  value  and  designated  as  a Research  Natural  Area. 

This  irregularly  shaped  area,  located  on  the  mainland  near  Juneau,  extends  north  from  the 
Lemon  Creek  area  to  Point  Bridget  State  Park  and  Echo  Cove.  The  closest  community  is 
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the  CBJ,  located  immediately  south.  Land  owned  by  the  CBJ  borders  the  area  to  the 
south.  Land  uses  in  this  adjacent  area  tend  to  be  urban  in  nature  and  there  are  roads  in 
much  of  the  area.  The  area  is  bordered  to  the  east  by  the  Skagway-Juneau  Icefield 
Roadless  Area  (301). 

This  area  is  located  in  three  biogeographic  provinces  (Lynn  Canal,  Northern  Coast  Range, 
and  Ice  Fields  Provinces).  The  majority  of  the  area  is  in  the  Lynn  Canal  province. 

This  area  was  allocated  to  five  LUDs  under  the  1997  Forest  Plan.  These  five  LUDs  were 
Semi-Remote  Recreation  (50,213  acres),  Scenic  Viewshed  (25,962  acres),  Remote 
Recreation  (9,167  acres),  Special  Interest  Area  (7,598  acres),  and  Old-Growth  Habitat 
(3,422  acres). 

The  natural  features  of  the  area,  the  scenery,  and  the  opportunity  to  see  wildlife  and  to 
study  the  processes  that  formed  this  country  are  all  attractions.  The  proximity  to  the 
Juneau  Icefield  and  the  numerous  glaciers  offer  unparalleled  scenery  and  opportunities  for 
mountaineering,  skiing,  ice  and  rock  climbing,  camping,  and  scenic  viewing. 

Douglas  Island  is  directly  across  Gastineau  Channel  from  the  CBJ.  The  Douglas  Island 
Roadless  Area  includes  only  a portion  of  this  island  but  is  completely  in  the  boundary  of 
the  CBJ.  CBJ  land  borders  the  area  on  all  sides  except  the  west,  which  is  bordered  by 
private  land.  The  area  is  classified  as  being  in  the  Northern  Coast  Range 
Biogeographic  Province. 

This  area  was  entirely  allocated  to  the  Semi-Remote  Recreation  LUD  in  the  1997 
Forest  Plan. 

The  primary  attractions  of  this  area  are  good  hunting,  hiking,  beautiful  scenery,  high 
alpine  meadows,  and  relatively  easy  access.  There  are  two  improved  trails,  the  Treadwell 
Ditch  and  Dan  Moller  Trails,  in  the  area  and  one  public  recreation  cabin.  The  cabin  is 
popular  year-round.  Winter  sports,  such  as  cross-country  skiing  and  snowmobiling,  are 
all  important  uses  of  this  area  to  local  residents.  Historic  remains,  such  as  the  Treadwell 
Ditch,  are  also  attractions  of  interest. 

The  Rhine  Roadless  Area  is  on  the  Juneau  mainland  and  is  part  of  a very  extensive 
mainland  roadless  area  that  includes  portions  of  western  British  Columbia.  The  area  is 
divided  into  two  sections  separated  by  Taku  Inlet.  The  north  section  occupies  the  north 
headland  at  the  mouth  of  Taku  Inlet.  Electric  transmission  line  corridors  border  this 
portion  of  the  area  to  the  north,  south,  and  west,  with  Taku  Inlet  forming  the  east 
boundary.  The  transmission  line  corridor  that  borders  the  area  to  the  north  separates  it 
from  the  Taku-Snettisham  Roadless  Area  (302).  The  south  section  of  the  roadless  area  is 
located  south  of  Taku  Inlet  and  comprises  a relatively  narrow  stretch  of  coastline 
separated  from  the  Taku-Snettisham  Roadless  Area  (302)  by  an  electric  transmission  line 
corridor  that  forms  this  section’s  east  border.  This  portion  of  the  Rhine  Roadless  Area  is 
bordered  by  Stephens  Passage  to  the  west  and  the  community  of  Taku  Harbor  and  Taku 
Harbor  State  Marine  Park  to  the  south. 

The  area  is  in  the  Northern  Coast  Range  Province,  which  is  characterized  by  little 
maritime  influence  and  rugged  and  glaciated  topography.  This  area  was  allocated  to  six 
LUDs  in  the  1997  Forest  Plan.  These  six  LUDs  are  Scenic  Viewshed  (17,239  acres), 
Semi-Remote  Recreation  (3,01 1 acres),  Old-Growth  Habitat  (1,965  acres),  Timber 
Production  (817  acres),  TUC  and  Minerals. 

The  opportunity  for  high  quality  fishing,  especially  in  Slocum  Inlet,  may  be  considered  an 
attraction  to  the  area.  Trail  554  follows  the  shoreline  of  the  north  portion  of  the  area. 
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Acoustical  Environment 

This  section  addresses  the  existing  acoustical  environment  of  the  Juneau  area,  including 
the  existing  noise  level  created  by  helicopters,  fixed-wing  aircraft,  and  other  contributors 
to  the  current  environment.  Two  relevant  assessments  of  ambient  noise  levels  have  been 
made  recently.  The  Forest  Service  commissioned  the  first  study  to  provide  input  to  this 
EIS.  The  study  (Acentech,  1999)  includes  measurements  of  helicopter  noise  and  the 
ambient  background  noise  level  at  25  locations  throughout  Juneau  to  aid  in  the 
assessment  of  the  noise  impact  of  helicopter  tours.  These  measurements  were  taken  using 
Larsen  Davis  870  precision  integrating  sound  level  meters  and  were  analyzed  in  the 
laboratory.  Acentech,  Incorporated,  performed  field  measurements  as  contractor  for  the 
Forest  Service  San  Dimas  Technology  and  Development  Center  (SDTDC).  This  study, 
referred  to  hereafter  as  the  1999  Noise  Assessment,  provided  most  of  the  information 
presented  in  this  chapter. 

The  CBJ  commissioned  the  2000  Noise  Assessment  (Michael  Baker  et  ah,  2001)  in  2000. 
This  study  included  noise  measurements  made  at  16  semi-permanent  locations  and  21 
temporary  noise-monitoring  sites  between  July  29  and  September  1 , 2000  (Michael  Baker 
et  al.,  2001).  The  2000  Noise  Assessment  included  computer  modeling  of  several  types 
of  data,  including  noise  measurements  of  aircraft  events,  aircraft  operational  data,  and 
local  weather  data.  It  also  included  interior  noise  measurements  that  can  be  used  to 
determine  the  noise  levels  inside  typical  residences  and  the  noise  reduction  provided  by 
residences.  The  2000  Noise  Assessment  is  cited  in  this  chapter  to  augment  the 
information  provided  by  the  1999  Noise  Assessment. 

The  25  noise  monitoring  sites  selected  for  the  1999  Noise  Assessment  were  chosen  to 
reflect  potential  impacts  to  three  groups:  residents,  recreationists,  and  wildlife  (Acentech, 
1999).  The  sites,  shown  on  Figure  3-2,  are  described  below. 

Site  1.  This  site  is  at  the  south  end  of  Thane  Road.  Sources  of  noise  in  this  residential 
area  included  road  and  water  vehicle  traffic;  air  traffic  on  approach  and  departure  from 
the  Juneau  Airport;  house  maintenance;  and  natural  sounds  including  birds,  wind  in  the 
trees,  and  dogs  barking. 

Site  2.  This  site  is  on  the  shore  of  Auke  Bay,  in  a residential  area  approximately  1 mile 
south  of  Glacier  Highway  along  Fritz  Cove  Road  on  the  west  side  of  the  Mendenhall 
Peninsula.  This  site  is  approximately  2 miles  west  of  the  Juneau  Airport,  and  helicopters 
on  flight  routes  west  of  the  Juneau  Airport  can  be  seen  and  heard  from  the  site.  This  site 
is  approximately  3 miles  west  of  the  Heintzleman  Ridge  Trail  and  3.5  miles  southwest  of 
the  Dredge  Lake  Trail.  Sound  sources  contributing  to  the  overall  background  noise  level 
included  jet  takeoffs,  fixed-wing  propeller-driven  aircraft,  automobile  traffic  on  the 
nearby  road,  and  marine  craft  on  Auke  Bay. 

Site  3.  This  site  is  in  a relatively  quiet  residential  neighborhood  near  Mendenhall  Lake 
and  Mendenhall  Campground.  The  residential  area  is  approximately  4 miles  north  of 
Juneau  Airport.  This  site  is  approximately  0.25  mile  east  of  the  Dredge  Lake  Trail  and 
one-eighth  mile  from  the  West  Glacier  trailhead.  At  this  site,  the  background  sound  level 
was  relatively  low  (35  dB  compared  to  other  residential  noise  measurement  sites)  and 
consisted  primarily  of  sounds  from  helicopters,  distant  fixed-wing  propeller  and  jet- 
powered  aircraft,  and  local  and  distant  surface  traffic. 

Site  4.  This  site  is  near  the  center  of  the  approximately  0.5 -square-mile  Totem  Park 
residential  area  and  about  0.25  mile  northwest  of  Juneau  Airport,  near  the  Mendenhall 
Wetlands  State  Game  Refuge.  Industrial  and  commercially  zoned  areas  adjoin  the 
residential  area  on  three  sides.  This  site  is  approximately  1 mile  west  of  the  Heintzleman 
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Ridge  Trail  and  3 miles  south  of  the  Dredge  Lake  Trail.  Sound  sources  that  contributed 
to  the  overall  background  sound  level  included  numerous  fixed-wing  propeller-driven  and 
jet  aircraft,  trucks  and  cars  on  nearby  roads,  and  helicopters.  This  was  a 24-hour  noise 
measurement  site. 

Site  5.  This  site  is  in  a residential  area  along  Glacier  Highway  (which  runs  parallel  to 
Egan  Drive),  approximately  0.5  mile  southeast  of  TEMSCO’s  heliport  at  the  Juneau 
Airport.  The  site  is  at  the  southern  base  of  Heintzleman  Ridge,  close  to  the  trailhead  of 
the  Heintzleman  Ridge  Trail.  This  site  was  characterized  by  almost  constant  sound  from 
nearby  roadways,  fixed-wing  jet  and  propeller-driven  aircraft,  and  helicopters. 

Site  6.  This  site  is  along  Glacier  Highway,  in  the  same  general  area  as  Site  5,  but 
approximately  0.15  mile  closer  to  the  TEMSCO  heliport  area.  The  background  sound 
level  was  relatively  high  at  this  site,  including  almost  constant  sound  from  road  traffic  on 
the  nearby  road  and  highway  and  contributions  from  helicopter  and  fixed-wing  aircraft  at 
the  nearby  Juneau  Airport. 

Site  7.  This  site  is  in  Lemon  Creek  Valley,  approximately  3 miles  east  of  the  Juneau 
Airport  between  Blackerby  Ridge  and  a residential  area.  The  residential  area  covers 
approximately  0.5  mile  by  0.33  mile  and  abuts  a commercial  and  industrial  area  to  the 
south.  This  site  is  approximately  1.5  miles  east  of  the  Heintzleman  Ridge  Trail.  The 
background  sound  at  this  site  consisted  of  distant  road  traffic,  fixed-wing  jet  and 
propeller-driven  aircraft,  helicopters,  and  local  traffic  on  nearby  residential  streets. 

Site  8.  This  site  is  across  Gastineau  Channel  from  downtown  Juneau,  in  West  Juneau, 
approximately  7 miles  southeast  of  the  Juneau  Airport.  It  is  at  the  top  of  the  Blueberry 
Hills  subdivision,  approximately  500  feet  above  sea  level  at  the  base  of  the  mountains  on 
Douglas  Island.  The  background  sound  was  dominated  by  local  traffic  and  floatplane 
operations  from  Gastineau  Channel  near  downtown  Juneau.  Noise  from  helicopters  also 
contributed  to  the  background  sound. 

Site  9.  This  site  is  in  a small  mixed-use  area  approximately  5 miles  southeast  of  the 
Juneau  Airport,  at  the  southwest  base  of  Blackerby  Ridge,  near  Salmon  Creek.  It  is  about 
a block  from  the  hospital  facilities  and  multifamily  residential  housing  units.  Background 
sound  at  this  site  consisted  of  road  traffic  sound  from  the  nearby  highway,  helicopters, 
and  fixed-wing  jet  and  propeller-driven  aircraft. 

Site  10.  This  site  is  approximately  2,500  feet  above  sea  level  on  Bullard  Mountain,  6 
miles  northeast  of  the  Juneau  Airport.  The  background  sound  level  at  this  site  was  low 
(32  dB),  consisting  of  sound  from  a distant  waterfall  and  from  helicopter  and  fixed-wing 
aircraft.  Mountain  goats  were  observed  on  the  ridge  below  Mount  Stroller- White. 

Site  11.  This  site  is  at  the  top  of  Heintzleman  Ridge  approximately  2,800  feet  above  sea 
level,  and  2.5  miles  northeast  of  the  Juneau  Airport.  The  background  sound  level  at  this 
site  was  low  (28  dB),  consisting  of  sounds  from  a distant  waterfall  and  from  helicopter 
and  fixed-wing  aircraft. 

Site  12.  This  site  is  on  the  north  side  of  Gastineau  Channel  approximately  5 miles 
southeast  of  Juneau,  100  feet  south  of  Thane  Road,  and  approximately  200  feet  northwest 
of  the  Sheep  Creek  bridge.  Sources  of  noise  in  this  beach  area  included  road  and  water 
vehicle  traffic,  air  traffic  on  approach  and  departure  from  the  Juneau  Airport,  helicopters, 
and  natural  sounds  such  as  birds  and  wind  arising  from  the  beach  located  approximately 
50  yards  away. 
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Site  13.  This  site  is  at  the  Windfall  Lake  Cabin,  next  to  Windfall  Lake  about  10.5  miles 
north-northwest  of  the  Juneau  Airport.  Noise  sources  included  waterfalls  cascading  down 
nearby  mountain  slopes,  occasional  distant  fixed-wing  aircraft,  and  helicopters.4 

Site  14.  This  site  is  at  the  Herbert  Glacier  Trail  terminus,  approximately  1 1 .5  miles 
north-northwest  of  the  Juneau  Airport.  Noise  sources  included  waterfalls  cascading  down 
nearby  mountain  slopes  and  occasional  distant  fixed-wing  aircraft.  An  aircraft  incident 
diverted  tour  helicopters  from  the  Herbert  Glacier  area  during  the  monitoring  period; 
therefore,  only  one  helicopter  was  observed  near  the  site  during  the  measurement  period. 
Most  of  the  observed  helicopters  were  in  the  distance,  near  the  Juneau  Airport.  Mountain 
goats  were  observed  on  the  ridge  across  the  canyon  from  the  measurement  location. 

Site  15.  This  site  is  at  the  John  Muir  Cabin,  about  5 miles  northwest  of  the  Juneau 
Airport  in  Spaulding  Meadow  on  Auke  Mountain.  Noise  sources  included  helicopters 
and  fixed-wing  propeller  and  jet  aircraft  landing  and  departing  from  the  Juneau  Airport, 
then  following  Stephens  Passage  or  heading  toward  Mendenhall  and  Herbert  glaciers.  As 
noted  above  for  Site  14,  an  aircraft  incident  diverted  tour  helicopters  from  the  Herbert 
Glacier  area  during  the  monitoring  period,  so  most  of  the  helicopters  observed  were  in  the 
distance  near  Juneau  Airport. 

Site  16.  This  site  is  at  the  Eagle  Glacier  Cabin,  next  to  Eagle  Glacier  Lake  and  about 
15  miles  north-northwest  of  Juneau  Airport.  Noise  sources  included  waterfalls  cascading 
down  nearby  mountain  slopes,  helicopters,  and  occasional  distant  fixed-wing  aircraft. 

Site  17.  This  site  is  next  to  Antler  River,  about  1 mile  from  the  lake  at  Antler  Glacier  and 
approximately  29  miles  north  of  the  Juneau  Airport.  Noise  sources  included  waterfalls 
cascading  down  adjacent  mountain  slopes  and  noise  from  the  flowing  river.  Mountain 
goats  were  observed  on  the  north  canyon  wall.  No  helicopter  activity  or  fixed-wing 
aircraft  activity  was  observed,  except  for  planned  test  overflights. 

Site  18.  This  site  is  at  Berners  Bay,  28  miles  north-northwest  of  the  Juneau  Airport  and 
about  1 mile  north  of  the  Berners  Bay  Cabin.  Noise  sources  included  waterfalls 
cascading  down  nearby  mountain  slopes,  watercraft  on  Berners  Bay,  and  occasional 
distant  fixed-wing  aircraft.  The  weather  was  clear  and  warm,  but  no  helicopter  activity 
was  observed  during  the  monitoring  period. 

Site  19.  This  site  is  at  the  Juneau  Forest  Service  Ranger  Station,  approximately  0.25  mile 
north  of  the  Juneau  Airport  in  a commercial  area,  about  300  feet  from  Egan  Drive.  The 
background  sound  during  this  test  segment  consisted  of  numerous  takeoffs  by  helicopters, 
fixed-wing  propeller-driven  aircraft,  and  jets,  and  cars  and  trucks  on  nearby  streets.  This 
was  a 24-hour  noise  monitor  site. 

Site  20.  This  site  is  about  6 miles  north  of  the  Juneau  Airport  on  the  West  Glacier  Loop 
Trail,  approximately  500  feet  above  sea  level,  overlooking  Mendenhall  Glacier.  Noise 
sources  included  waterfalls  cascading  down  nearby  mountain  slopes,  helicopters,  and 
occasional  distant  fixed-wing  aircraft. 

Site  21.  This  site  is  about  13.5  miles  east-northeast  of  the  Juneau  Airport,  next  to  Glory 
Lake.  Noise  sources  included  helicopter  and  distant  fixed-wing  aircraft  over  the  icefield. 
Mountain  goats  were  observed  on  the  ridge  across  the  canyon  from  the  measurement  site. 

Site  22.  This  site  is  in  the  middle  of  the  icefield  known  as  Death  Valley.  Only  distant 
helicopter  noise  sources  were  noted,  and  only  distant  helicopter  activity  was  observed. 
This  site  had  the  lowest  background  noise  level  (25  dB)  of  all  the  measurement  sites. 


4 

The  decision  to  construct  the  Windfall  Lake  Cabin  was  made  under  the  public  disclosure  that  it  would  be 
located  under  a heavily  used  air  transportation  corridor  for  flights  to  Haines,  Skagway,  area  mining  activity, 
and  icefield  flightseeing  tours. 
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Site  23.  This  site  is  at  Bishop  Point,  approximately  14  miles  southeast  of  the  Juneau 
Airport  on  the  west  side  of  the  mouth  of  Taku  Inlet.  Noise  sources  included  waterfalls 
cascading  down  nearby  mountain  slopes,  helicopter  and  fixed-wing  aircraft,  and  marine 
craft.  Observed  activities  included  helicopter  and  ship  noise  associated  with  installation 
of  an  electric  cable  across  Taku  Bay.  Only  noise  associated  with  tour  helicopters  has 
been  included  in  Table  3-4. 

Site  24.  This  site  is  in  a residential  area  on  Douglas  Island,  about  2 blocks  from  the 
Douglas  Highway  and  3.5  miles  southeast  of  the  Juneau  Airport.  Noise  sources 
included  helicopters,  fixed-wing  propeller  and  jet  aircraft,  gardening  activities,  and  local 
surface  traffic. 

Site  25.  This  site  is  on  the  beach  just  southeast  of  Douglas  on  Douglas  Island, 
approximately  9 miles  southeast  of  the  Juneau  Airport.  Sources  of  noise  included  marine 
craft  on  Gastineau  Channel,  helicopters,  fixed-wing  propeller  and  jet  aircraft,  surface 
traffic,  and  people  walking  on  the  beach. 

Table  3-4  summarizes  the  noise  monitoring  sites  and  noise-sensitive  receptors  near  each 
site.  The  LUD  from  the  Forest  Plan  is  also  noted  for  each  non-residential  location. 

The  noise  environment  is  complex  around  Juneau.  It  includes  noise  associated  with 
helicopter  tours,  fixed-wing  aircraft,  surface  vehicles,  and  marine  vehicles,  in  addition  to 
other  sounds  associated  with  urban,  rural,  and  backcountry  areas  (Acentech,  1999).  Noise 
propagation  in  the  area  is  also  affected  by  several  environmental  factors,  including 
meteorological  conditions  (high  humidity,  overcast  conditions,  and  frequent  inversions), 
terrain,  and  the  proximity  of  large  bodies  of  water.  In  Juneau,  all  of  these  environmental 
factors  contribute  to  a greater-than-normal  rate  of  noise  propagation  (Michael  Baker  et 
al.,2001). 

Several  technical  terms  are  used  to  describe  the  existing  noise  environment  in  the  Juneau 
area.  They  include  the  following: 

Decibel  (dB).  The  decibel  is  a unit  for  expressing  relative  intensity  of  sounds  on  a scale 
from  zero  for  the  average  least  perceptible  sound  to  about  130  for  the  average  pain  level. 

A-weighting.  Sounds  have  various  qualities  associated  with  them,  depending  on  their 
frequency  content.  Tubas,  for  example,  produce  low-frequency  sounds,  and  whistles 
typically  produce  high-frequency  sounds.  Sounds  in  our  environment  have  their  own 
frequency  content  that  allows  them  to  be  distinguished  from  other  sounds.  Humans  and 
other  species  hear  mid-  to  high-frequency  sounds  better  than  they  hear  low-frequency 
sounds.  Researchers  have  developed  frequency  weightings  that  correspond  to  how- 
humans  perceive  the  loudness  of  sound  at  various  frequencies.  Research  has  found  that 
people  make  relative  judgments  regarding  the  loudness,  annoyance,  or  disturbance  of 
sounds  that  correlate  well  with  the  frequency  weighting  called  the  “A-weighting.” 
Consequently,  A-weighted  sound  levels  normally  are  used  to  describe  environmental 
sounds  (Acentech,  1999),  and  all  metrics  reported  in  this  EIS  are  A-wreighted. 

Sound  exposure  level  (SEL).  This  metric  combines  both  A-weighted  sound  magnitude 
and  the  duration  of  the  event.  When  two  events  of  the  same  magnitude  are  rated, 
researchers  have  found  that  the  event  lasting  the  longest  will  be  rated  as  the  noisier  or 
more  annoying.  Aircraft  noise,  and  specifically  helicopter  noise,  falls  into  the  broad 
category  of  transient  noise,  which  is  characterized  as  sound  that  increases  over  a period  of 
time  to  a maximum  level,  then  decreases  to  a level  that  corresponds  to  the  normally 
fluctuating  background  noise.  SEL  is  widely  used  to  describe  the  noises  generated  by 
various  transportation  noise  sources  because  it  can  quantify  transient  noise 
(Acentech.  1999). 
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Table  3-4.  1999  Noise  Monitoring  Sites  and  Noise-Sensitive  Receptors 

Noise-Sensitive  Resource  Group 

Site  Number  and  Name 

Wildlife 

Recreationist 

Residents 

1.  Thane  - End  of  Thane  Road 

X 

2.  Fritz  Cove  Road/Auke  Bay 

X 

3.  Arctic  Circle/Mendenhall  Campground 

X 

4.  lA  Mile  North  of  Juneau  Airport 

X 

5.  Glacier  Highway/Heintzleman  Ridge 

X 

6.  Glacier  Highway/Fred  Meyer 

X 

7.  Lemon  Creek 

X 

8.  West  Juneau 

X 

9.  Salmon  Creek/Below  Blackerby  Ridge 

X 

10.  Mt.  Bullard  (mostly  natural  setting:  Semi-Remote 

X 

X 

Recreation)1 

1 1.  Heintzleman  Ridge/Thunder  Mountain  3,000  feet  (mostly 
natural  setting:  Semi-Remote  Recreation) 

X 

X 

12.  Thane/Sheep  Creek  Bridge,  Hatchery 

X 

13.  Windfall  Lake  Cabin  (mostly  natural  setting:  Semi-Remote 

X 

X 

Recreation) 

14.  Herbert  Glacier  Trail  Terminus  (mostly  natural  setting: 

X 

X 

Semi-Remote  Recreation) 

15.  John  Muir  Cabin/Spaulding  Meadows  (mostly  natural 
setting:  Semi-Remote  Recreation) 

X 

16.  Eagle  Glacier  Cabin  (unmodified  natural  setting:  Remote 

X 

X 

Recreation) 

1 7.  Antler  River  below  lake  at  Antler  Glacier  (mostly  natural 

X 

X 

setting:  Remote  Recreation) 

18.  Berners  Bay  (mostly  natural  setting:  LUD  II  - 

congressionally  designated  unroaded  area  with  primitive 
recreation  facilities) 

X 

X 

19.  Juneau  Ranger  District  Office 

X 

20.  West  Glacier  Trail/Stroller  White  (Special  Interest  Area: 

X 

X 

Mendenhall  Glacier  Recreation  Area  - generally  unmodified 
environment) 

21 . Glory  Lake  (mostly  natural  setting:  Semi-Remote 
Recreation) 

X 

22.  Death  Valley  (mostly  natural  setting:  Remote  Recreation) 

X 

X 

23.  Point  Bishop  (moderate  development:  scenic  viewshed,  but 
with  timber  harvesting  and  proposed  state  road) 

X 

24.  Bonnie  Doon/Douglas  Highway 

X 

25.  Sandy  Beach/Douglas 

X 

Source:  Acentech,  1999. 

1 LUDs  specified  in  the  1997  Forest  Plan: 


• Special  Interest  Area:  MGRA-  Provides  for  public  study,  use,  and  enjoyment  of  unique  natural  areas  that 
are  suitable  to,  and  do  not  compromise,  the  characteristics  of  each  area. 

• LUD  II  - Similar  to  Remote  and  Semi-Remote  LUD  management  objectives. 

• Semi-Remote  Recreation  - Provides  motorized  and  non-motorized  recreation  opportunities  in  natural  and 
natural  appearing  settings.  When  present,  roads  are  few  and  are  used  primarily  to  expand  and  improve 
access  to  recreational  opportunities  or  to  permit  access  to  other  parts  of  the  forest  and  other  ownerships. 

• Remote  Recreation  - Provides  for  recreation  opportunities  and  experiences  outside  wilderness  areas  in  unmodified 
natural  environments.  Roads  are  absent  when  possible. 
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Hourly  noise  level  (HNL)  or  hourly  A-weighted  energy  equivalent  level  (Leq,  i hr). 
These  values  represent  the  constant  sound  level  that  equals  the  sound  energy  of  the  actual 
time-varying  sound  over  a specific  time  period  (Acentech,  1999). 

Day/night  average  sound  level  (DNL  or  Ldn).  Community  response  to  noise  is  not 
based  upon  a single  event,  but  on  a series  of  events  over  a day.  Subjective  response  is 
affected  by  the  noise  level  of  individual  events,  the  duration  of  the  event,  the  number  of 
events  per  day,  and  the  time  of  day  these  events  occur.  DNL  is  a single-number,  24-hour 
noise  exposure  metric  that  takes  each  of  these  factors  into  consideration.  Federal 
agencies  such  as  the  U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency  (EPA),  the  FAA,  and  the 
Department  of  Defense  (DOD)  use  DNL  to  depict  the  relationship  between  a particular 
noise  exposure  and  community  annoyance  (Acentech,  1999).  Some  current  noise 
analysts,  however,  consider  the  DNL  metric  more  appropriate  for  planning  and  zoning 
decisions  than  as  a realistic  tool  for  helping  people  decide  where  it  will  be  quiet  and 
where  it  will  not  be  quiet  (Hart,  2001). 

Modified  DNL  or  Ldn.  DNL  is  a 24-hour  metric  that  gives  extra  weight  to  nighttime 
noise,  when  receptors  are  assumed  to  be  more  sensitive  to  noise.  Because  helicopter  tours 
around  Juneau  take  place  only  during  the  daytime,  a modified  DNL  metric  has  been 
developed  to  account  for  daytime  hours  only  (Michael  Baker  et  al.,  2001). 

L90.  This  metric  indicates  the  sound  level  that  is  exceeded  90  percent  of  the  time.  It  is 
often  used  to  describe  the  background  noise  level  (Acentech,  1999). 

Time  Above.  One  of  the  distinguishing  characteristics  of  flightseeing  noise  is  its  long 
duration,  especially  in  areas  such  as  Juneau  that  have  frequent  flights.  Time  Above 
depicts  the  total  time  during  a day  that  noise  exceeds  a certain  level  (for  example,  total 
minutes  above  65  dB)  (Michael  Baker  et  al.,  2001). 

Table  3-5  provides  a summary  of  the  ambient  noise  level  measurements  made  at  each  of 
the  25  noise-monitoring  sites  during  the  1999  Noise  Assessment.  The  table  shows  four 
noise  metrics  that  describe  the  noise  environment  at  each  site  and  indicates  the  number  of 
helicopters  and  fixed-wing  aircraft  that  contributed  to  the  existing  noise  environment  at 
each  location. 

The  noise  levels  measured  in  and  around  Juneau  fall  within  an  expected  range  of  aircraft 
noise  that  is  generally  characterized  as  moderately  loud  in  the  outdoor  environment.  The 
2000  Noise  Assessment  showed  an  approximate  20-dB  lessening  in  sound  levels  indoors 
compared  to  the  same-time  outdoor  sound  level  (Michael  Baker  et  al.,  2001),  which 
suggests  indoor  sound  levels  in  the  quiet  range. 

The  2000  Noise  Assessment  (Michael  Baker  et  ah,  2001)  indicates  that  annoyance  from 
noise  events  increases  with  the  duration  of  the  noise,  and  that  factor  is  critically  important 
in  and  around  Juneau.  Specifically,  the  following  is  true: 

The  relationship  between  duration  and  noise  level  is  the  basis  of  the  equivalent  energy 
principal  of  sound  exposure.  Reducing  the  acoustic  energy  of  a sound  by  one-half  results 
in  a 3-dB  reduction.  Doubling  the  duration  of  the  sound  increases  the  total  energy  of  the 
event  by  3 dB.  This  equivalent  energy  principal  is  based  upon  the  premise  that  the 
potential  for  a noise  to  impact  a person  is  dependent  of  the  total  acoustical  energy  content 
of  the  noise.  DNL,  Leq,  and  SEL  are  all  based  upon  the  equal  energy  principle. 
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Table  3-5.  Summary  of  Ambient  Noise  Level  Measurements,  1999 

Sound  Measurement  Test  Results 


Typical  Aircraft  Observed 

SEL,  dB Aircraft/Hour 


Site  Number 

Background 
Level  L90,  dB 

Daytime 

Lea.  1-hn  dB 

Helicopter 

Fixed- 

wing 

Ldni  dB1 

Helicopters 

Fixed- 

wing 

1 . Thane  - End  of  Thane  Road 

47 

57 

77 

83 

<58> 

6.1 

5.0 

2.  Fritz  Cove  Road/Auke  Bay 

44 

53 

77 

75 

<54> 

4.9 

10.9 

3.  Arctic  Circle/Mendenhall  Campground 

35 

51 

75 

73 

<52> 

16.4 

4.5 

4.  14  Mile  North  of  Juneau  Airport 

41 

60 

70 

- 

62 

- 

- 

5.  Glacier  Highway/  Heintzleman  Ridge 

54 

58 

77 

72 

<60> 

17.4 

9.4 

6.  Glacier  Highway/Fred  Meyer 

57 

63 

83 

79 

<65> 

13.0 

8.7 

7.  Lemon  Creek 

48 

51 

68 

70 

<53> 

9.8 

1.1 

8.  West  Juneau 

42 

55 

76 

77 

<56> 

15.5 

5.8 

9.  Salmon  Creek/below  Blackerby  Ridge 

51 

58 

78 

79 

<60> 

22.1 

2.3 

10.  Mt.  Bullard 

32 

45 

67 

65 

- 

17.5 

3.9 

1 1 . Heintzleman  Ridge/Thunder  Mt. 

28 

53 

75 

- 

- 

17.7 

0 

12.  Thane/Sheep  Creek  Bridge,  Hatchery 

47 

56 

75 

80 

<57> 

21.1 

4.8 

13.  Windfall  Lake  Cabin 

29 

50 

74 

77 

- 

10.7 

1.3 

14.  Herbert  Glacier  Trail  Terminus2 

51 

53 

62 

80 

- 

0.4 

1.1 

15.  John  Muir  Cabin/Spaulding  Meadows 

26 

51 

79 

80 

- 

8.6 

0.4 

16.  Eagle  Glacier  Cabin 

41 

49 

79 

- 

- 

3.9 

0 

17.  Antler  River  below  lake  at  Antler  Glacier 

52 

53 

- 

- 

- 

0 

0 

18.  Berners  Bay 

37 

40 

- 

- 

- 

0 

0 

19.  Juneau  Ranger  District  Office 

51 

63 

74 

- 

63 

- 

- 

20.  West  Glacier  Trail/Stroller  White 

42 

53 

75 

- 

- 

19.2 

0 

2 1 . Glory  Lake 

44 

54 

78 

75 

- 

13.0 

1.9 

22.  Death  Valley 

25 

39 

58 

- 

- 

5.2 

0 

23.  Point  Bishop 

38 

62 

74 

85 

- 

8.4 

6.7 

24.  Bonnie  Doon/Douglas  Highway 

40 

54 

73 

79 

<56> 

8.9 

6.8 

25.  Sandy  Beach/Douglas 

45 

57 

73 

74 

<58> 

9.5 

15.9 

Source:  Acentech,  1999. 

1 Ldn  was  measured  at  two  locations,  o denotes  those  locations  where  the  Ldn  was  estimated  based  on  the  daytime  Leq  sample  and  the  proximity  to 
major  roads  or  the  airport. 

Because  of  a June  9,  1999,  aircraft  incident  at  Herbert  Glacier,  the  results  and  observations  at  these  sites  may  not  be  indicative  of  normal  flight 
conditions. 

L90.  The  L90,  or  background  noise  level,  ranged  from  25  dB  at  the  remote  Death  Valley  site  (22)  to  57  dB  at  the  Glacier  Highway/Fred  Meyer  site  (6) 
near  the  airport.  Of  13  sites  noted  as  being  near  residential  receptors  (see  Table  3-4),  only  one  site  (3)  had  an  L90  lower  than  40  dB,  while  four 
residential  sites  (5,  6,  9,  and  19)  had  an  L90  higher  than  50  dB  (Acentech,  1999).  As  noted  on  Table  3-6,  an  outdoor  noise  level  of  50  dB  is 
considered  “quiet.”  Most  people  can  detect  changes  of  2 to  3 dB,  a 5-dB  change  is  readily  noticeable,  and  a 10-dB  change  is  judged  as  doubling 
or  halving  the  loudness  of  a sound  (Michael  Baker  et  al.,  2001). 

Leq,  1 hr-  The  equivalent  constant  sound  level  measured  at  each  site  ranged  from  39  dB  at  Death  Valley  (22)  to  63  dB  at  Glacier  Highway/Fred  Meyer 
(6)  and  at  the  Juneau  Ranger  District  office  (19).  Sound  levels  at  the  13  sites  with  residential  receptors  were  all  above  50  dB,  and  3 sites  were 
above  60  dB  (Acentech,  1999). 

SEL.  The  single-event  metric  associated  with  helicopter  flyovers  ranged  from  58  dB  at  Death  Valley  (22)  to  83  dB  at  Glacier  Highway/Fred  Meyer  (6), 
the  same  sites  that  identify  the  low/high  range  for  the  other  metrics.  Almost  all  of  the  SELs  are  above  70  dB,  indicating  moderately  loud  noise 
levels  during  flyovers  (Acentech,  1999). 

Ldn-  For  the  1999  Noise  Assessment  (Acentech,  1999),  the  DNL  was  measured  at  2 sites  and  estimated  at  1 1 other  sites.  The  DNL  was  at  or  above  55 
dB  at  1 1 of  the  sites,  and  it  equaled  65  dB  at  Site  6,  Glacier  Highway/Fred  Meyer.  None  of  the  sites  had  a DNL  greater  than  65  dB.  The  2000 
Noise  Assessment  (Michael  Baker  et  al.,  2001)  reports  similar  results.  DNL  noise  levels  associated  with  flightseeing  operations  ranged  from  50  to 
57  dB,  with  the  highest  levels  noted  near  the  airport. 

Modified  Ldn-  Looking  only  at  the  daytime  hours,  the  2000  Noise  Assessment  reports  DNL  levels  on  peak  days  at  3 to  5 dB  higher  than  the  average 
DNL  (Michael  Baker  et  al.,  2001). 
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Table  3-6 

Sound  Levels  of  Selected  Noises  in  Indoor  and  Outdoor  Environments 

dB 

Overall  Level 

Outdoors 

Indoors 

130 

uncomfortably  loud 

120  - 110 

rock  band  concert 

100 

very  loud 

jet  flyover  at  1,000  feet 

90 

very  loud 

power  mower 

Boeing  727  at  6,000  feet  before 

landing 

80 

propeller  airplane  flyover  at  1 ,000 
feet 

food  blender 
garbage  disposal 

70 

moderately  loud 

passenger  car  (65  mph) 
freeway  (50  feet  from  pavement) 

living  room  music 
TV  audio 
vacuum  cleaner 

60 

air  conditioning  unit 

cash  register 
dishwasher 

50 

quiet 

40 

bird  calls 

lower  level  of  urban  ambient  sound 

30 

20 

just  audible 

10 

threshold  of  hearing 

Source:  Branch  and  Beland,  1970. 

In  1999,  there  were  16,706  landings  on  the  icefield.  Assuming  there  are  two  overflights 
per  landing  and  the  tour  season  consists  of  140  days,  there  would  be  an  average  of  239 
flights  each  day.  Given  1 1.5  landing  hours  per  day,  there  would  be  an  average  of  21 
overflights  per  hour  throughout  the  area.  However,  Juneau  weather  conditions  result  in 
some  hours  and  days  when  no  flights  occur  or  only  certain  routes  are  open  so  that  average 
flights  per  hour  would  be  higher  during  good  weather.  Based  on  observations  at  all  sites, 
for  example,  the  1999  Noise  Assessment  estimated  64  tour  helicopters  per  hour  and  31 
fixed-wing  aircraft  per  hour  (Acentech,  1999)  when  all  sites  were  combined.  All  but  one 
of  the  measurement  days  had  exceptionally  good  weather  and  probably  represented  peak 
helicopter  activity. 

The  number  of  overflights  would,  of  course,  vary  by  site.  During  an  October  27,  2000, 
meeting  in  Juneau,  one  resident  told  of  logging  overflights  one  weekday  in  June.  Her 
account  is  reported  as  follows  (Triangle  Associates,  2000): 

The  first  craft  came  by  at  7: 19  a.m.  Over  the  course  of  the  morning,  before 
noon,  1 1 1 planes  had  flown  by.  By  mid  afternoon,  the  number  reached  183. 

The  noise  levels  when  the  aircraft  flew  overhead  were  such  that  excavator 
operators  working  in  her  yard  and  the  adjacent  property  stopped  their  work 
to  watch  them  pass  overhead. 

The  number  of  overflights  also  varies  based  on  the  hour  of  the  day.  In  a presentation 
made  November  6,  2000,  for  example,  Paul  Dunholter,  CBJ’s  noise  consultant,  reported 
that  noise  events  at  one  2000  Noise  Assessment  measurement  site  peaked  at  17  events 
between  10:00  a.m.  and  1 1:00  a.m.  (Dunholter,  2000). 

The  2000  Noise  Assessment  indicates  that  the  typical  duration  of  flightseeing  helicopter 
noise  is  1 to  3 minutes  per  event,  with  some  as  long  as  5 minutes  (Michael  Baker  et  al., 
2001).  The  longer  events  were  generally  associated  with  multiple  craft  flying  in  a group. 
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Aircraft 

Contribution  to 
Ambient  Noise 
Level 


More  typical  durations  for  aircraft  flyovers  are  0.5  to  1 minute  per  event  (Michael  Baker 
et  al.,  2001). 

The  noise  metric  that  takes  duration  explicitly  into  account  is  the  Time  Above  metric. 

The  2000  Noise  Assessment  reports  the  following  results: 

• Time  Above  75  dB,  reflecting  a noise  level  when  aircraft  are  loud  enough  to 
clearly  interfere  with  speech.  This  takes  place  less  than  1 percent  of  the  time. 

• Time  Above  65  dB,  when  aircraft  would  start  to  cause  interference  with  speech. 
This  takes  place  2 to  5 percent  of  the  time. 

• Time  Above  55  dB,  reflecting  periods  when  aircraft  are  clearly  audible.  This 
takes  place  15  to  25  percent  of  the  time.  During  certain  hours  of  the  day,  the 
time  above  55  dB  was  up  to  90  percent  of  the  time  (Michael  Baker  et  al.,  2001). 

These  results  indicate  that  the  duration  of  noise  in  the  Juneau  area  can  be  particularly 
disturbing  in  the  existing  environment,  even  though  the  decibel  level  itself  is  not  high  by 
aircraft  noise  measurement  standards. 

The  contribution  of  helicopters  and  fixed-wing  aircraft  to  the  existing  noise  environment 
was  estimated  for  the  1999  Noise  Assessment  using  noise  modeling  and  the  data  in 
Table  3-5.  The  results  of  this  modeling  are  presented  in  Table  3-7,  which  shows  the 
contribution  from  tour  helicopters  (excluding  all  other  helicopter  overflights),  the 
contribution  from  fixed-wing  aircraft,  and  the  total  contribution  from  both  sources  of  noise. 
The  measured  daytime  Leq,  i_hr  data  from  Table  3-5  is  included  for  comparison  purposes. 

Tour  helicopter  noise  is  a major  contributor  to  the  daytime  ambient  noise  at  those 
locations  where  the  contributions  from  tour  helicopter  noise  is  within  3 dB  of  the 
measured  daytime  Leq,  i_hr.  This  includes  locations  3,  8,  9,  10,  11,  15,  16,  20,  21,  and  22. 
Tour  helicopter  noise  is  a secondary  contributor  to  daytime  ambient  noise  levels  at  those 
locations  where  the  helicopter  noise  is  within  the  range  of  4 to  5 dB  of  the  measured 
daytime  Leq,  \_hT.  That  includes  sites  5,  6,  12,  and  13  (Acentech,  1999). 

Tour  helicopter  noise  is  a minor  contributor  to  daytime  ambient  noise  at  those  sites  (1,2, 

4,  7,  14,  17,  18,  19,  23,  24,  and  25)  where  the  helicopter  noise  contribution  is  more  than 
5 dB  below  the  ambient  noise.  Locations  4 and  19  are  near  the  airport,  where  fixed-wing 
aircraft  noise  is  a significant  contributor  to  the  ambient  noise.  The  measured  daytime  Leq, 
i_hr  at  site  23  was  greatly  influenced  by  construction  activities;  when  construction 
activities  subside,  however,  the  estimates  of  noise  contribution  indicate  that  noise  from 
fixed-wing  aircraft  is  more  significant  than  noise  from  tour  helicopters  at  this  location 
(Acentech,  1999). 


Safety  Environment 

Current  indications  are  that  the  helicopter  tours  contribute  to  the  generally  excellent 
aircraft  safety  record  in  and  around  Juneau.  The  tour  operators  belong  to  various  aircraft 
organizations,  including  the  Tour  Operators’  Program  of  Safety  (TOPS),  Helicopters 
Association  International  (HAI),  and  Alaska  Air  Carriers  Association  (AACA). 
Information  provided  by  TOPS  indicates  that  from  1996  through  2000,  TOPS  members 
experienced  an  average  annual  accident  rate  of  1.63  accidents  per  100,000  flying  hours. 
This  compares  to  an  average  accident  rate  for  general  aviation  of  6.98  accidents  per 
100,000  flying  hours  and  an  average  rate  for  all  civil  helicopters  of  8.16.  During  the  same 
period,  TOPS  members  experienced  an  average  annual  fatal  accident  rate  of  0.59  per 
100,000  flying  hours,  compared  with  a fatal  accident  rate  of  1 .3 1 for  general  aviation  and 
1.39  for  all  civil  helicopters  (Engelbrecht,  2001). 
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As  noted  in  Chapter  2 under  Mitigating  Measures  for  Safety , the  helicopter  landing  tour 
operators  are  required  to  follow  FAA  safety  requirements  as  well  as  Forest  Service 
requirements  spelled  out  in  each  operator’s  Operating  Plan.  In  addition  to  these 
requirements,  two  current  initiatives  are  being  undertaken  to  enhance  aircraft  safety: 

• The  AACA  and  its  members  are  implementing  a safety  program  that  is  expected 
to  be  more  specific  to  aviation  safety  in  Alaska  than  nationwide  programs  such 
as  TOPS  (Wilson,  2001). 

• The  FAA  Alaska  Region  is  supporting  the  new  Capstone  Program  that  is 
designed  to  improve  aviation  safety  and  efficiency  by  putting  cost  effective  new 
avionics  equipment  into  aircraft  and  providing  the  supporting  ground 
infrastructure  (FAA,  2001b).  The  program  is  tentatively  planned  for  June  2002. 
At  this  time,  we  understand  that  all  four  helicopter  landing  tour  operators  will 
have  the  equipment  installed  (Forest  Service,  2001b).  The  Capstone  Program 
includes  equipping  aircraft  used  by  commercial  operators  with  a Global 
Positioning  System-based  avionics  package.  On  the  unit  display  screen,  terrain 
information  is  depicted  relative  to  the  aircraft’s  position  so  that  the  relative 
bearing  and  distance  may  be  determined.  A flashing  terrain  advisory  flag  is 
displayed  whenever  the  aircraft  is  within  500  vertical  feet  of  the  terrain,  or  when 
the  aircraft  is  within  two  minutes,  horizontally,  of  terrain  (Forest  Service, 
2001b).  The  Capstone  Program  is  expected  to  reduce  the  number  of  mid-air 
collisions,  controlled  flight  into  terrain,  and  weather-related  accidents  in  Alaska 
(FAA,  2001b). 

Air  Quality  Environment 

Air  quality  in  the  Juneau  area  has  been  monitored  annually  since  1996  (EPA,  2002).  An 
air  quality  monitoring  station  was  established  on  Mendenhall  Valley  Road  after  public 
health  standards  for  particulate  matter  were  exceeded  in  the  early  1990s  (Forest  Service, 
2001c).  Particulate  matter  less  than  or  equal  to  10  micrometers,  or  PM10,  is  measured  in 
micrograms  per  cubic  meter  (pg/nf).  There  are  two  standards  for  PM10:  150  pg/nr, 
measured  as  a 24-hour  average;  and  50  pg/m3,  measured  as  an  annual  average. 

As  shown  in  Table  3-8,  both  the  24-hour  average  and  the  annual  average  PM10  values  for 
the  Juneau  area  have  shown  a general  decreasing  trend  since  1996,  indicating 
improvements  in  air  quality.  Neither  standard  was  exceeded  during  the  6-year  period 
from  1996  to  2001,  apparently  due,  in  part,  to  the  control  strategy  implemented  by  CBJ, 
including  a wood  smoke  control  program  and  road  paving  projects  (Forest  Service, 
2001c).  The  last  time  the  PM10  standards  in  Mendenhall  Valley  were  exceeded  was  in 
1993,  when  24-hour  average  values  of  313,  224,  and  169  pg/nf  were  recorded  on  three 
separate  dates. 
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Table  3-7.  Estimated  Contribution  of  Aircraft  Noise  to  Existing  Ambient  Noise  Level 

Lea>  1-hn  0B 

Fixed-Wing 

Tour  Helicopter 

Tour 

Fixed- 

+ Tour 

Measured 

Contribution  to 

Site  Number  and  Name 

Helicopters 

Wing 

Helicopters 

Daytime 

Ambient 

1 . Thane  - End  of  Thane  Road 

49 

54 

55 

57 

2.  Fritz  Cove  Road/Auke  Bay 

48 

50 

52 

53 

3.  Arctic  Circle/Mendenhall  Campground 

51 

43 

52 

51 

Primary 

4.  Va  Mile  North  of  Juneau  Airport 

not  estimated 

60 

5.  Glacier  Highway/Heintzleman  Ridge 

54 

46 

55 

58 

Secondary 

6.  Glacier  Highway/Fred  Meyer 

59 

52 

60 

63 

Secondary 

7.  Lemon  Creek 

43 

34 

43 

51 

8.  West  Juneau 

52 

50 

54 

55 

Primary 

9.  Salmon  Creek/below  Blackerby  Ridge 

56 

47 

57 

58 

Primary 

10.  Mt.  Bullard 

44 

35 

45 

45 

Primary 

1 1 . Heintzleman  Ridge/Thunder  Mt. 

51 

none 

51 

53 

Primary 

12.  Thane/Sheep  Creek  Bridge,  Hatchery 

52 

51 

55 

56 

Secondary 

13.  Windfall  Lake  Cabin 

46 

42 

47 

50 

Secondary 

14.  Herbert  Glacier  Trail  Terminus 

22 

45 

45 

53 

15.  John  Muir  Cabin/Spaulding  Meadows 

52 

41 

52 

51 

Primary 

16.  Eagle  Glacier  Cabin 

49 

none 

49 

49 

Primary 

1 7.  Antler  River  below  lake  at  Antler  Glacier 

none 

none 

none 

53 

18.  Berners  Bay 

none 

none 

none 

40 

1 9.  Juneau  Ranger  District  Office 

not  estimated 

63 

20.  West  Glacier  Trail/Stroller  White 

52 

none 

52 

53 

Primary 

2 1 . Glory  Lake 

54 

42 

54 

54 

Primary 

22.  Death  Valley 

39 

none 

39 

39 

Primary 

23.  Point  Bishop 

47 

58 

58 

62 

24.  Bonnie  Doon/Douglas  Highway 

47 

52 

53 

54 

25.  Sandy  Beach/Douglas 

46 

54 

55 

57 

Source:  Acentech,  1999. 

Table  3-8.  Daily  Maximum  and  Annual  Average  Values  for  Particulate  Matter 


(PM10),  1996-2001  (mg/m3) 


1996 

1997 

1998 

1999 

2000 

2001 

Maximum  24-hour  average 

concentration 

86 

70 

48 

28 

33 

28 

(Standard  = 150  |ag/m3) 

Annual  average  concentration 
(Standard  = 50  |ug/m3) 

15.3 

10.7 

10.6 

6.6 

7.5 

6.1 

Source:  EPA,  2002. 

Note:  Other  air  quality  parameters  in  Juneau  are  reported  within  acceptable  standards. 
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Introduction 

This  section  provides  the  analytical  basis  comparing  the  alternatives  outlined  in 
Chapter  2.  It  details  the  anticipated  environmental  effects  associated  with  implementation 
of  each  of  the  alternatives.  The  environmental  effects  are  presented  by  alternative  first  for 
the  acoustical  environment  and  for  each  of  the  four  defined  issues:  residents, 
recreationists,  wildlife,  and  new  areas.  These  discussions  are  followed  by  a discussion  of 
environmental  effects  on  Inventoried  Roadless  Areas,  safety,  and  air  quality,  as  well  as 
cumulative  effects. 

No  effects  on  the  icefield  environment  are  expected  other  than  those  discussed  in  the 
context  of  environmental  consequences  to  recreationists,  below.  The  following 
conditions  are  built  into  the  special  use  permits  for  tour  operators  and  would  reduce 
effects  on  the  icefield  to  a negligible  level: 

• Trails  and  enclave  structures  will  be  designed  and  located  to  blend  with  the 
icefield  surroundings  and  reasonably  minimize  visual  impact.  Doghouses,  for 
example,  will  be  white.  Exceptions  will  be  made  as  necessary  for  safety,  such  as 
colored  flagging  or  fencing  to  prevent  visitors  from  straying  into  potentially 
hazardous  areas. 

• All  structures,  supplies,  gear,  etc.  will  be  completely  removed  from  the  icefield 
at  the  end  of  the  season. 

• All  food  brought  to  the  icefield  will  be  stored  in  sealed  plastic  containers. 

• All  gray  water,  human  waste  and  dog  waste  will  be  stored  in  sealed  leakproof 
containers,  and  will  be  transported  off-site  to  an  approved  waste  disposal  site. 

• No  more  than  three  55-gallon  drums  of  waste  and  wastewater  may  be  stored  at 
an  activity  site  at  any  given  time. 

• Dog  kennels  will  be  cleaned  four  times  a day,  and  dog  waste  will  be  removed 
from  trails  at  least  once  each  day. 

• Propane  will  be  used  in  all  cooking  and  heating  stoves,  minimizing  the 
possibility  of  any  fuel  leaks  or  spills  on  the  icefield. 

• Gasoline-powered  generators  may  be  used  to  charge  radio  batteries  and  power 
small  handheld  tools,  but  no  more  than  five  gallons  of  gasoline  will  be  allowed 
on  the  icefield  at  any  time. 

• Up  to  two  snow  machines  are  allowed  on  site  at  the  dogsled  mushing  trail  for 
grooming  and  maintenance. 

• Only  the  minimum  amount  of  fuel  necessary  to  operate  the  snow  machines, 
gasoline-powered  engines  for  emergency  response,  battery  charging,  and 
outhouse  tank  pumping  will  be  allowed  on  site.  No  more  than  20  gallons  may  be 
on  any  one  enclave  site  at  any  one  time.  The  intent  is  to  minimize  the  possibility 
of  fuel  spillage  on  the  icefield  environment. 
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• Gasoline  and  oil  will  be  stored  in  tight  metal  or  plastic  containers  to  prevent 
spills,  and  all  fuel  containment  will  be  in  OSHA-approved  containers. 

• Gasoline-powered  equipment  will  be  operated  only  during  times  when  clients  are 
not  on  site  in  order  to  preserve  the  non-motorized  recreational  experience  for  the 
clients.  Gasoline-powered  equipment  will,  therefore,  be  operated  primarily  at 
night  and  during  the  noon  rest  period  for  the  outfitter  guides  and  mushing  dogs. 

• All  petroleum  products  and  equipment  that  are  powered  by  such  will  be  handled, 
stored,  and  maintained  in  catchment  basins  and/or  double-walled  tanks,  and 
absorbent  cloths  will  be  readily  available  in  case  of  any  spills. 

• All  visitors  will  be  taught  and  expected  to  practice  low-impact,  Leave  No 
Trace  ethics. 

Changes  in  Acoustical  Environment 

Each  of  the  alternatives  would  have  a different  impact  on  the  acoustical  environment, 
related  not  only  to  the  total  number  of  landings  allowed  but  also  to  the  average  number  of 
landings  each  day  and  each  hour  during  the  operating  season,  and  more  importantly,  to 
the  number  of  days  per  week  that  landings  are  allowed.  Table  4-1  indicates  the  change  in 
the  noise  environment  that  would  occur,  on  average,  under  each  of  the  action  alternatives. 
Alternative  A,  No  Action,  is  not  included  because  the  effect  of  allowing  no  landings  at  all 
is  indeterminate.  There  would  be  no  noise  associated  with  landing  tours  because  landing 
tours  would  be  discontinued.  The  number  of  flightseeing  tours  without  landings, 
however,  would  probably  increase  to  compensate  for  the  loss,  and  the  overall  impact  on 
noise  cannot  be  estimated. 


Table  4-1.  Change  in  Noise  Environment  Compared  to  1999  Authorized  Use  and  1999  Actual 

Use,  by  Alternative 

Authorized  Actual  in  Alternative 


in  1999 

1999 

B 

C 

D 

E 

F 

G 

H 

Landings  per  season 

19,039 

16,706 

11,881 

16,706 

19,039 

19,039  24,229 

30,662 

22,040 

Number  of  landing  days  per  season1 

153 

153 

106 

128 

128 

153 

153 

153 

153 

Average  landings  per  day  (by  2007) 

124 

109 

112 

131 

149 

124 

158 

200 

144 

Average  operating  hours  per  day 

11.5 

11.5 

9.5 

11.5 

11.5 

11.5 

11.5 

11.5 

11.5 

Average  landings  per  hour  (by  2007) 

10.8 

9.5 

11.8 

11.4 

13.0 

10.8 

13.7 

17.4 

12.5 

dB  change  in  Leq 

Compared  to  permitted  landings 

0.0 

-0.6 

+0.4 

+0.2 

+0.8 

0.0 

+1.1 

+2.1 

+0.6 

in  1999 

Compared  to  actual  landings 

+0.6 

0.0 

+0.9 

+0.8 

+1.4 

+0.6 

+1.6 

+2.6 

+1.2 

in  1999 


Source:  Based  on  Acentech,  1999. 

1 Based  on  a use  season  of  May  1 - September  30.  Note  that  the  permit  season  in  1999  extended  from  May  15  to  September  15 
(124  days).  To  allow  a meaningful  comparison  between  1999  values  and  those  for  the  alternatives,  calculations  of  average 
landings  per  day  in  1999  are  based  on  the  May  1 - September  30  season  length  (153  days). 

~ Change  in  dB  = 10*log(ratio  of  landings  per  hour  of  altemative/landings  per  hour  in  1999) 


Because  the  noise  impact  of  the  No-Action  Alternative  is  indeterminate,  the  effects  of  the 
action  alternatives  are  compared  here  to  the  noise  environment  associated  with  the 
permitted  level  of  landings  in  1999  and  the  actual  number  of  landings  in  1999.  The 
change  in  the  Leq,  i hr  ranges  from  zero  to  2.6  dB.  A change  of  1 dB  is  barely  detectable 
by  the  average  listener  in  the  laboratory  under  controlled  conditions.  In  the  outdoor 
environment  under  uncontrolled  conditions,  a change  of  3 dB  is  considered  to  be  barely 
detectable,  and  in  most  noise  studies  would  be  considered  an  insignificant  change. 
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As  noted  earlier,  however,  other  considerations  are  important  in  the  Juneau  area.  Where 
existing  noise  is  already  considered  unacceptable,  any  increase  in  the  noise  level  will  be 
objectionable,  even  if  it  cannot  normally  be  detected  by  the  average  person.  Another  way 
of  looking  at  the  same  situation  is  by  considering  the  associated  energy  level.  When  there 
are  multiple  operations  (such  as  many  helicopter  overflights)  contributing  to  the  Leq,  the 
Leq  will  increase  3 dB  if  the  number  of  operations  is  doubled  (that  is,  if  the  energy  level  is 
doubled,  assuming  all  operations  produce  the  same  noise  level).  A person  exposed  to  this 
change  might  slightly  notice  that  the  noise  level  has  increased — it  is  still  the  same  noise 
level  per  operation — but  he  or  she  would  certainly  notice  that  the  number  of  operations 
has  doubled. 

This  point  is  illustrated  in  Table  4-1,  which  shows  that  the  greatest  estimated  change  in 
the  Leqi  i hr  is  a 2.6-dB  increase  under  Alternative  G,  compared  to  the  noise  level 
associated  with  the  actual  number  of  landings  in  1999.  Table  4-1  also  shows  that  there 
was  an  average  of  9.5  landings  per  hour  of  operation  in  1999,  while  average  landings  per 
hour  under  Alternative  G would  equal  17.4;  thus,  an  84  percent  increase  in  the  number  of 
operations  per  hour  would  yield  a 2.6-dB  increase  in  the  Leq.  While  a 2.6-dB  increase  in 
the  noise  level  might  be  only  slightly  noticeable,  an  84  percent  increase  in  the  number  of 
helicopter  flights  certainly  would  be  noticed. 

Given  the  situation  in  Juneau,  the  focus  of  the  rest  of  this  section  will  be  on  the  number  of 
days  that  landings  are  allowed  and  the  average  number  of  landings  per  day  and  per  hour, 
rather  than  on  the  actual  decibel  change  in  the  noise  level.  This  recognizes  that  it  is  the 
duration  of  noise  and  the  number  of  events,  rather  than  the  absolute  noise  level,  that  is 
most  at  issue.  While  it  is  recognized  that  flights  do  not  take  place  uniformly  throughout 
the  day,  but  rather  tend  to  peak  during  the  day,  the  average  landings  per  hour  is  used  to 
show  relative  differences  among  the  alternatives. 

It  is  also  important  to  note  that  the  number  of  landings  per  day  can  vary  considerably.  On 
some  days,  weather  conditions  may  prevent  landings  altogether.  On  other  days, 
considerably  more  landings  than  average  may  take  place,  for  instance,  when  large 
numbers  of  cruise  ship  passengers  are  in  town.  During  any  given  season,  the  date  with  the 
greatest  number  of  landings  varies  for  the  different  helicopter  companies,  based  on  their 
destinations,  the  availability  of  clients,  and  other  variables.  Again,  the  primary  purpose  of 
using  average  values  is  to  allow  comparison  of  the  relative  effects  of  the  alternatives. 

In  the  discussions  that  follow,  average  values  for  landings  per  day  and  landings  per  hour 
under  each  alternative  are  compared  to  values  that  are  based  on  the  actual  number  of 
landings  that  occurred  in  1999.  The  permit  season  in  1999  extended  from  May  15  to 
September  15  (124  days),  rather  than  the  May  1 through  September  30  season  (153  days) 
used  in  this  EIS.  To  allow  a meaningful  comparison  between  1999  values  and  those  for 
the  alternatives,  calculations  of  average  landings  per  day  in  1 999  are  based  on  a season 
length  of  153  days. 


How  Noise 
Effects  on 
Residents  are 
Estimated 


Environmental  Consequences  for  Residents 

The  effects  of  noise  on  people  can  take  a number  of  forms,  including  the  following: 

• Hearing  loss.  The  Occupational  Safety  and  Health  Administration  (OSHA)  has 
identified  a noise  exposure  limit  of  90  dBA  for  8 hours  per  day  to  protect  workers 
from  hearing  loss.  Higher  limits  are  set  for  shorter  durations.  Noise  levels  in 
Juneau  are  not  high  enough  to  cause  hearing  loss  (Michael  Baker  et  al.,  2001). 

• General  health.  A recent  study  in  Minnesota  found  a correlation  between  the 
severity  of  exposure  to  aircraft  noise  and  general  health  (Meister  and  Donatelle, 
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2000).  The  study  found  that  general  health  measures  were  significantly  worse  in 
neighborhoods  exposed  to  commercial  aircraft  noise  than  in  communities  not 
exposed  to  the  noise,  and  that  the  greater  the  severity  of  the  noise,  the  worse  the 
health  measures  were.  People  residing  in  neighborhoods  exposed  to  commercial 
aircraft  noise  had  significantly  higher  stress  and  noise  annoyance  levels,  and 
their  sense  of  well-being  was  adversely  affected  (Meister  and  Donatelle,  2000). 
Those  reported  as  most  adversely  affected  were  exposed  to  an  average  399 
events  per  day  exceeding  65  dBA,  and  an  average  4 events  per  day  exceeding 
100  dBA.  Noise  levels  in  Juneau  do  exceed  65  dBA  for  single  events,  but  these 
are  reported  to  occur  just  2 to  5 percent  of  the  time  (Michael  Baker  et  al.,  2001). 

• Classroom  learning  interference.  Studies  have  shown  that  a child’s  reading 
ability  can  be  negatively  affected  by  aircraft  in  noise  impact  zones,  specifically, 
a decrement  in  reading  has  been  found  when  outdoor  noise  levels  are  at  an  Leq  of 
65  dB  or  higher  (Federal  Interagency  Committee  on  Aviation  Noise  [FICAN], 
2000).  The  highest  Leq-  ^ measured  in  Juneau  was  63  dB  at  Glacier 
Highway/Fred  Meyer  (see  Table  3-7). 

• Sleep  interference.  Because  helicopter  flightseeing  tours  take  place  during  the 
day,  sleep  interference  generally  is  not  a primary  concern  in  Juneau,  except  for 
night  workers,  the  elderly,  and  those  trying  to  sleep  during  the  day.  Some 
residents  have  reported  interference  with  sleep  (TAC,  2000a). 

• Communication  interference.  Normal  conversational  speech  is  in  the  range  of 
60  to  65  dBA  (Michael  Baker  et  al,  2001).  Interference  with  communication  can 
occur  at  the  noise  levels  noted  in  the  Juneau  area. 

• Annoyance.  The  primary  noise-induced  effect  in  the  Juneau  area  is  annoyance. 
That  is  the  topic  of  the  following  discussion. 

Noise-induced  annoyance  is  perhaps  most  often  defined  as  a generalized  adverse  attitude 
toward  noise  exposure.  Noise  annoyance  is  affected  by  many  factors,  including  sleep  and 
speech  interference  and  task  interruption.  The  level  of  annoyance  may  also  be  affected  by 
many  non-acoustic  factors,  as  follows: 

• In  communities  where  noise  is  the  primary  source  of  annoyance,  reductions  in 
noise  exposure  can  be  expected  to  lead  to  reductions  in  annoyance.  In 
communities  where  non-acoustic  factors,  such  as  odor  or  traffic  congestion,  are 
the  primary  sources  of  annoyance,  there  may  be  little  or  no  reduction  in 
annoyance  associated  with  reductions  in  noise  exposure  (Acentech,  1999). 

• The  intensity  of  community  response  to  noise  exposure  may,  in  some  cases,  be 
essentially  independent  of  physical  exposure.  In  the  case  of  community  response 
to  actions,  such  as  airport  siting  or  scheduling  supersonic  transport  aircraft, 
vigorous  reaction  has  been  encountered  at  the  mere  threat  of  exposure,  or  minor 
increases  in  exposure  (Acentech,  1999). 

• Other  research  has  shown  that  noise  annoyance  is  associated  with  a number  of 
other  factors,  including  a fear  of  aircraft  crashing;  the  belief  that  aircraft  noise 
could  be  reduced  or  prevented  by  pilots,  designers,  or  airline  authorities;  and  a 
general  sensitivity  to  noise  (Fields  et  al.,  1992). 

Overall,  2 to  10  percent  of  the  population  are  estimated  to  be  highly  susceptible  to 
annoyance  from  noise  not  of  their  own  making,  while  approximately  20  percent  are  not 
annoyed  by  noise  (Michael  Baker  et  al.,  2001). 

The  standard  method  for  determining  the  prevalence  of  annoyance  in  noise-exposed 
communities  is  an  attitudinal  survey.  Surveys  generally  solicit  self-reports  of  annoyance 
through  one  or  more  questions  of  the  form  “How  bothered  or  annoyed  have  you  been  by 
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the  noise  of  (noise  source)  over  the  last  (time  period)?”  Respondents  typically  are 
constrained  in  structured  interviews  to  select  one  of  a number  of  response  alternatives, 
often  named  categories  such  as  “not  at  all  annoyed,”  “slightly  annoyed,”  “moderately 
annoyed,”  “very  annoyed,”  or  “extremely  annoyed.” 

Predictions  of  the  prevalence  of  annoyance  in  a community  can  be  made  by  extrapolation 
from  an  empirical  dosage-effect  relationship.  Based  on  the  results  of  a number  of  sound 
surveys,  Schultz  developed  a relationship  between  percent  highly  annoyed  and  Ldn,  shown 
in  Figure  4-1  (Schultz,  1978). 

These  results  were  later  reviewed  (Finegold  et  ah,  1994),  and  the  original  findings  were 
updated  with  results  of  more  recent  social  surveys,  bringing  the  number  of  data  points 
used  in  defining  the  relationship  to  more  than  400.  The  findings  of  the  new  study  differ 
only  slightly  from  those  of  the  original  study,  as  shown  in  Figure  4-1 . Predictions 
indicate  that  less  than  1 5 to  20  percent  of  the  population  would  be  annoyed  by  Ldn  values 
lower  than  65  dBA,  whereas  more  than  37  percent  of  the  population  would  be  annoyed  by 
Ldn  values  greater  than  75  dBA. 

The  Federal  Interagency  Committee  on  Urban  Noise  (FICUN)  has  suggested  land  use 
compatibility  guidelines  with  respect  to  noise  (FICUN,  1980).  For  residential  land  uses, 
they  describe  areas  above  Ldn  55  but  below  Ldn  65  to  have  moderate  exposure  but  to  be 
compatible  for  residential  land  uses. 

As  noted  earlier,  however,  the  level  of  sound  is  not  the  only  factor  that  must  be 
considered  in  Juneau’s  noise  environment.  The  duration  of  the  sound,  expressed  in  the 
Time  Above  metric,  is  also  a factor  and  leads  to  annoyance  levels  reported  in  Juneau  that 
are  higher  than  suggested  by  Figure  4-1. 

Figure  4-1 . Public  Annoyance  versus  Ldn 
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Residents  polled  in  the  1998  McDowell  Group  survey  were  asked  the  following:  “In 
terms  of  any  impact  on  the  community,  which  of  the  following  tourist  activities  do  you 
feel  could  expand,  should  be  maintained  at  current  levels,  or  should  be  reduced.  . . 

For  the  category  of  helicopter  flightseeing,  49  percent  said  “maintained  at  current  level,” 
while  32  percent  said  “should  be  reduced,”  and  13  percent  said  “could  expand” 
(McDowell  Group,  1998).  Much  of  the  sentiment  for  reducing  helicopter  flights  is  due  to 
the  associated  noise. 

Many  CBJ  residents  have  expressed  growing  frustration  with  the  amount  and  duration  of 
helicopter  noise  in  the  community.  In  public  meetings  and  written  comments,  individuals 
have  objected  to  the  noise,  observing  that  noise  has  social  impacts  on  the  community;  that 
noise  hinders  learning  and  interferes  with  sleep,  work,  convalescence,  and 
communication;  that  noise  is  extremely  annoying;  and  that  noise  destroys  family  time. 
Others  note  the  noise  disturbance  in  particular  neighborhoods,  such  as  North  Douglas, 
Twin  Lakes,  the  Mendenhall  Peninsula,  and  Auke  Bay. 

As  is  the  case  in  most  communities,  the  residents  of  Juneau  are  not  unanimous  in  their 
views  about  noise.  As  part  of  its  effort  to  develop  a tourism  management  plan  for  Juneau, 
the  CBJ  has  conducted  polls  to  determine  public  attitudes  toward  various  aspects  of  the 
tourism  industry  (CBJ,  2001).  The  results  of  these  polls  help  to  characterize  both  the 
magnitude  of  the  problem  and  the  differences  of  opinion  that  exist  in  the  community. 
Among  other  results,  the  polls  indicate  the  following: 

Noise  is  a serious  problem  for  many  residents: 

• 45  percent  of  adult  respondents  have  a friend  or  family  member  who  is  bothered 
substantially  by  helicopter  flightseeing  noise 

• 43  percent  of  adult  respondents  indicated  that  the  helicopter  flightseeing  noise 
issue  is  very  important  to  them 

• 60  percent  of  adult  respondents  said  that  the  tourism  plan’s  management 
objective  regarding  helicopter  flightseeing  noise  should  be  to  eliminate  it 
(8  percent),  reduce  it  substantially  (30  percent),  or  reduce  it  somewhat 
(22  percent) 

• 30  percent  of  adult  respondents  listed  reducing  flightseeing  noise  as  one  of  their 
three  most  important  goals  related  to  tourism  management 

Noise  is  not  a serious  problem  for  many  residents: 

• 43  percent  of  adult  respondents  do  not  have  a friend  or  family  member  who  is 
bothered  substantially  by  helicopter  flightseeing  noise 

• 40  percent  of  adult  respondents  listed  reducing  flightseeing  noise  as  one  of  their 
three  least  important  goals  related  to  tourism  management 

These  statistics  portray  a community  that  has  very  diverse  opinions  on  the  issue  of  noise 
and  the  significance  of  its  effects. 

Many  residents  have  expressed  concern  that  flightseeing  noise  may  have  a negative 
economic  effect  on  local  businesses.  Helicopter  noise  may  discourage  visitors  from 
staying  at  local  lodgings  or  patronizing  local  shops,  for  example,  or  may  interfere  with 
conversations  associated  with  business  transactions.  Noise  may  also  discourage 
participation  in  non-motorized  tours  because  guides  are  unable  to  promise  quiet  and 
solitude.  No  data  are  currently  available  to  document  that  revenue  loss  has  occurred 
because  of  these  factors  or  to  quantify  the  amount  of  revenue  that  may  have  been  lost. 
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One  additional  impact  on  residents  that  has  been  mentioned  in  the  community  is  the 
possible  effect  of  noise  on  property  values.  This  impact  has  been  estimated  in  other 
areas,  such  as  Los  Angeles,  where  a study  found  that  the  premium  paid  for  comparable, 
moderate  value  homes  in  a quiet  environment  was  13.2  percent  (Hart,  2001).  This  effect 
has  not  been  documented  in  Juneau,  however,  and  would  be  difficult  to  ascertain  given 
the  pervasiveness  of  the  noise.  In  September  2001,  the  Forest  Service  queried  local  real 
estate  agents  about  the  effects  of  flightseeing  noise  on  property  values  and  marketability. 
Some  agents  have  experienced  difficulty  selling  homes  in  the  immediate  vicinity  of 
helicopter  bases,  but  none  reported  a general  decline  in  property  values.  In  general,  noise 
does  not  appear  to  have  affected  housing  values  in  Juneau,  but  noise  has  had  a negative 
effect  on  the  value  and  marketability  of  specific  properties.  The  possible  effect  of 
flightseeing-related  noise  on  local  property  values  has  not  been  evaluated  in  this  EIS,  both 
because  of  the  difficulty  in  measuring  any  such  effect  and  the  difficulty  of  differentiating 
the  effect  among  alternatives. 

Changes  associated  with  Alternative  A,  the  No-Action  Alternative,  cannot  be  modeled 
accurately  because  flightseeing  without  landing  would  likely  be  substituted  for  some 
previous  landing  tours.  Alternatives  B through  H would  permit  various  levels  of 
commercial  landing  tours  on  the  Juneau  Icefield.  Each  alternative  is  described  below  in 
terms  of  the  number  of  landings,  days  and  hours  of  operation,  and  noise  generated. 
Because  permits  for  individual  helicopter  companies  will  be  awarded  through  a 
prospectus  and  bid  process  following  this  decision,  it  is  not  possible  to  accurately  predict 
the  number  of  helicopter  flights  over  specific  populated  areas.  See  Appendix  D for  a 
discussion  of  the  prospectus  and  bid  process  and  examples  of  evaluation  criteria  that 
could  be  used  to  allocate  landings  among  the  landing  tour  companies. 

Under  Alternative  A,  special  use  permits  to  land  helicopters  on  the  Juneau  Icefield  would 
not  be  issued  to  the  helicopter  glacier  tour  companies.  Flightseeing  tours  (helicopter  tours 
that  do  not  land  on  NFS  land)  are  outside  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Forest  Service  and  would 
probably  continue,  even  though  no  landings  were  authorized. 

Despite  the  anticipated  growth  of  flightseeing  tours,  due  to  an  increase  in  the  number  of 
cruise  ship  passengers,  non-landing  tours  remain  a very  small  part  of  the  flightseeing 
business.  In  2001,  the  companies  that  offered  landing  tours  conducted  approximately  45 
to  50  non-landing  flights.  Estimates  from  other  companies  that  may  offer  flightseeing- 
only  flights  are  not  available.  The  increasing  number  of  cruise  ship  passengers  has  and 
will  continue  to  have  a cumulative  effect  on  area  residents,  recreation,  and  wildlife  as  they 
are  exposed  to  the  noise  of  flightseeing  aircraft. 

The  Forest  Service  cannot  predict  whether  helicopter  companies  would  fly  the  same 
number  of  trips,  or  more,  or  fewer  trips  that  would  not  land.  Conceivably,  there  would  be 
a greater  demand  for  fixed-wing  flightseeing  tours  should  Alternative  A be  selected.  The 
consumer  cost  of  a helicopter  flightseeing  tour  is  greater  than  a fixed-wing  tour.  If  the 
helicopter  tour  were  not  allowed  to  land  on  the  icefield,  apparently  a very  special  feature 
of  the  tour,  then  the  helicopter  tour  may  not  be  as  attractive  to  consumers,  and  they  might 
opt  for  the  less  expensive  fixed-wing  flightseeing  tour.  No  quantitative  estimate  can  be 
made  on  how  much  change  there  would  be  in  helicopter  and  fixed-wing  flights  and  where 
any  increased  fixed-wing  tours  would  occur.  Thus,  noise  associated  with  tours  could 
decline,  remain  the  same,  or  even  increase  under  this  alternative. 

This  alternative  would  likely  lead  to  a loss  of  revenue,  and  a reduction  in  employment,  for 
the  helicopter  tour  companies.  The  current  estimate  of  gross  revenue  associated  with  the 
landing  tours  is  $13  to  $26  million  annually.  It  is  not  possible  to  predict  how  much  that 
would  decline.  Other  local  outfitters  could  experience  an  increase  in  business  activity  as 
potential  helicopter  tour  clients  look  for  other  recreation  opportunities.  It  is  not  possible 
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to  predict  the  size  of  such  an  increase,  although  it  would  likely  be  smaller  than  the 
decrease  in  helicopter  landing  tour  revenue. 

This  alternative  would  also  lead  to  eliminating  the  participatory  activities  associated  with 
the  icefield  landing  tours,  including  but  not  limited  to  dogsled  mushing  and  glacier 
trekking.  Not  only  would  the  public  lose  the  dogsled  mushing  and  glacier 
hiking/trekking/walking  opportunities,  there  would  be  a loss  of  employment  opportunities 
for  approximately  1 00  individuals4  who  perform  and  support  these  outfitter-guided 
activities  related  to  the  commercial  helicopter  landing  tours.  Businesses  supplying  goods 
and  services  to  support  these  activities,  such  as  food  suppliers  for  employees  and  dogsled 
camps,  would  lose  revenue. 

The  Forest  Service  would  lose  its  current  revenue  of  approximately  $300,000  annually, 
based  on  the  2001  season. 

Alternative  B would  reduce  the  number  of  landings  authorized.  With  respect  to  effects  on 
residents,  the  following  elements  of  Alternative  B are  relevant: 

• It  would  permit  approximately  38  percent  fewer  landings  than  the  1999 
authorized  level,  reducing  the  number  to  the  1994  actual  use  level.  By  2007, 

1 1,881  landings  would  take  place,  7,158  fewer  landings  than  the  19,039 
authorized  in  1999  (see  Table  2-2). 

• The  average  number  of  landings  per  day  would  drop  from  163  in  2003  to  1 12  by 
2007,  or  from  17.2  per  hour  in  2003  to  1 1.8  per  hour  in  2007,  a decline  of  5.4 
landings  per  hour. 

• It  would  permit  landings  between  8:30  a.m.  and  6:00  p.m.  This  is  the  shortest 
operating  day  of  any  of  the  alternatives. 

• It  would  not  allow  landings  on  weekends  or  on  Memorial  Day,  Independence 
Day,  or  Labor  Day.  This  is  the  least  number  of  operating  days  per  season  of  all 
the  alternatives. 

• Flight  path  restrictions  would  remain  the  same  as  now,  but  could  incorporate  possible 
new  mitigations  identified  through  a mediation  process  or  other  agreements. 

• No  new  landing  areas  would  be  added  to  the  permits,  and  flight  paths  would 
remain  similar  to  current  flight  paths.  The  number  of  days  in  the  season  would 
decline  to  106  days  (between  May  1 and  September  30),  a decrease  of  47  days  of 
icefield  landing  activity  compared  to  1999  (153  days,  from  May  15  through 
September  15).  To  allow  a meaningful  comparison  between  values  for  1999  and 
values  for  this  alternative,  calculations  of  average  landings  per  day  in  1 999  are 
based  on  a season  length  of  153  days. 

This  means  there  would  be  quieter  weekends  and  holidays  for  residents.  The  helicopter 
companies  could  opt  for  overflights  on  any  days,  however,  and  the  Forest  Service  has  no 
authority  to  regulate  such  activities.  The  current  number  of  45  to  50  non-landing 
helicopter  flights  conducted  by  the  tour  companies  in  2001  would  likely  continue. 

This  alternative  allows  the  fewest  landings  of  all  action  alternatives  and,  by  limiting  the 
landing  days,  suggests  that  weekends  and  holidays  would  be  quieter  than  currently.  As 
shown  in  Table  4-1,  the  combination  of  fewer  landings,  fewer  days,  and  fewer  hours  per 
day  of  operation  leads  to  more  average  landings  per  hour  (1 1.8)  under  Alternative  B in 
2007  than  the  average  of  authorized  landings  in  1999  (10.8  per  hour)  and  more  than 


4 This  figure  is  an  estimate  based  on  Forest  Service  review  of  special  use  permit  operating  plans  for  the 
activities  occurring  in  2000. 
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actually  occurred  in  1999  (9.5  per  hour).  The  decibel  level  would  increase  very  slightly 
(0.9  dB)  compared  to  the  1999  actual  level. 

As  noted  earlier,  it  is  uncertain  whether  most  people  would  notice  this  slight  increase  in 
the  noise  level  during  the  week.  The  chief  benefit  for  residents  under  Alternative  B 
would  be  that  the  noise  associated  with  helicopter  landing  tours  would  not  be  present  on 
weekends  and  holidays  or  during  evening  hours  after  6:00  p.m. 

Alternative  C would  hold  the  authorized  number  of  landings  at  the  1 999  actual  use  level 
of  16,706.  The  following  additional  features  of  this  alternative  are  relevant  to  residents: 

• It  would  permit  landings  between  8:30  a.m.  and  8:00  p.m.,  resulting  in  an 
average  of  1 1 .4  flights  per  hour. 

• It  would  not  allow  landings  on  Sundays  or  on  Memorial  Day,  Independence  Day, 
or  Labor  Day. 

• The  average  number  of  landings  per  day  (128)  would  increase  3 percent 
compared  to  landings  authorized  in  1999  (19,039  per  year;  124  per  day)  and 
would  increase  17  percent  compared  to  actual  landings  in  1999  (16,706  per  year; 
109  per  day).  As  noted  above,  to  allow  a meaningful  comparison  between 
values  for  1999  and  values  for  this  alternative,  calculations  of  average  landings 
per  day  in  1999  are  based  on  a season  length  of  153  days. 

• Flight  path  restrictions  would  remain  the  same  as  now,  but  could  incorporate  possible 
new  mitigations  identified  through  a mediation  process  or  other  agreements. 

Under  this  alternative,  no  new  areas  would  be  added  to  the  permits,  and  flight  paths 
would  remain  similar  to  current  flight  paths.  With  Sundays  and  holidays  eliminated  from 
the  schedule,  the  number  of  landing  days  in  the  season  would  be  reduced  to  128, 
compared  to  the  full  153-day  season,  and  the  average  landings  per  day  would  increase  to 
131  (see  Table  4-1).  Sundays  and  holidays  would  be  quieter  than  currently.  The 
helicopter  companies  could,  however,  opt  for  overflights  on  any  days  and  during  the 
evening  hours,  and  the  Forest  Service  has  no  authority  to  regulate  such  activities.  The 
current  number  of  45  to  50  non-landing  helicopter  flights  conducted  by  the  tour 
companies  in  2001  would  likely  continue. 

Table  4-1  illustrates  that  the  noise  level  would,  on  average,  be  0.8  dB  higher  than  the 
noise  level  associated  with  the  actual  number  of  landings  in  1999.  It  is  unlikely  that  most 
people  would  be  able  to  detect  that  change.  The  chief  benefit  of  Alternative  C for 
residents  would  be  that  the  noise  associated  with  helicopter  landing  tours  would  not  be 
present  on  Sundays  and  holidays. 

Alternative  D would  hold  the  number  of  landings  at  the  currently  authorized  level  of 
19,039  with  limited  new  locations  and  new  day  restrictions.  The  following  additional 
features  of  this  alternative  are  relevant  to  residents: 

• 19,039  landings  would  be  authorized  per  season,  the  same  number  as  authorized 
in  1999.  If  all  authorized  landings  were  used,  however,  there  could  be  2,333 
more  actual  landings  per  season  than  in  1999. 

• If  fully  used,  the  average  number  of  landings  per  day  would  equal  149,  an 
increase  of  40  landings  per  day  compared  to  actual  landings  in  1999  (109)  and 
an  increase  of  25  landings  per  day  compared  to  the  number  authorized  in  1999 
(124).  As  noted  previously,  to  allow  a meaningful  comparison  between  values 
for  1999  and  values  for  this  alternative,  calculations  of  average  landings  per  day 
in  1999  are  based  on  a season  length  of  153  days. 
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• It  would  permit  landings  between  8:30  a.m.  and  8:00  p.m.,  resulting  in  an 
average  of  13.0  landings  per  hour. 

• It  would  allow  landings  Monday  through  Saturday  in  existing  areas  and  Monday 
through  Friday  in  new  areas  north  to  the  Haines/Juneau  Borough  line. 

• It  would  not  allow  landings  on  Sunday  or  on  Memorial  Day,  Independence  Day, 
or  Labor  Day  in  currently  used  areas,  and  it  would  not  allow  landings  on 
Saturday,  Sunday,  or  holidays  in  new  areas. 

• Flight  path  restrictions  would  remain  the  same  as  now,  but  could  incorporate  possible 
new  mitigations  identified  through  a mediation  process  or  other  agreements. 

Under  this  alternative,  the  new  area  north  of  Gilkey  Glacier  would  be  added  to  the 
permits,  and  more  flights  could  be  expected  along  existing  flight  paths  toward  the  north. 
The  upper  Bucher  Glacier  would  be  the  only  new  area  authorized  for  landings  because 
no-landing  buffers  around  wildlife  habitat  would  preclude  landings  at  any  other  sites  in 
the  area  (see  Figure  2-4).  The  number  of  days  that  landings  would  be  authorized  (149 
days  between  May  1 and  September  30)  would  be  4 days  (3  percent)  less  than  during  the 
comparable  period  in  1999.  The  current  number  of  45  to  50  non-landing  helicopter 
flights  conducted  by  the  tour  companies  in  2001  would  likely  continue.  The  amount  of 
noise  exposure  for  residents  along  the  north  routes  could  increase  slightly  during  the  week 
due  to  flights  to  upper  Bucher  Glacier. 

With  an  average  of  13.0  landings  per  hour,  compared  to  the  average  9.5  landings  per  hour 
associated  with  the  1999  actual  landings,  there  would  be  an  increase  in  the  overall  noise 
level  during  operating  hours  under  Alternative  D.  Table  4-1  indicates  that  the  noise  level 
would  increase  by  1.4  dB,  compared  to  the  1999  actual  use. 

As  noted  earlier,  it  is  uncertain  whether  most  people  would  find  this  slight  increase  in  the 
noise  level  during  the  week  noticeable  or  objectionable.  The  benefit  of  Alternative  D for 
most  residents  would  be  that  the  noise  associated  with  helicopter  landing  tours  would  not 
be  present  on  Sundays  and  holidays. 

This  alternative  would  hold  the  number  of  landings  at  the  currently  authorized  level  of 
19,039,  and  helicopters  could  land  7 days  a week.  The  following  additional  features  are 
relevant  to  residents: 

• 19,039  landings  would  be  authorized,  the  same  number  as  authorized  in  1999, 
but  if  all  authorized  landings  were  used  it  would  equal  an  increase  of  2,333 
landings  compared  to  actual  landings  in  1999  (16,706). 

• The  average  of  124  landings  per  day  would  be  equal  to  that  authorized  in  1999, 
and  would  be  14  percent  more  than  the  actual  average  number  of  landings  per 
day  in  1999  (109).  As  noted  previously,  to  allow  a meaningful  comparison 
between  values  for  1999  and  values  for  this  alternative,  calculations  of  average 
landings  per  day  in  1999  are  based  on  a season  length  of  153  days. 

• It  would  permit  landings  between  8:30  a.m.  and  8:00  p.m.,  the  same  as  currently. 
This  would  result  in  an  average  of  10.8  landings  per  hour,  approximately  14 
percent  more  landings  per  hour  than  the  average  associated  with  actual  landings 
in  1999  (9.5). 

• It  would  allow  landings  7 days  per  week,  including  holidays,  in  current  areas  and 
Monday  through  Friday  in  new  areas. 

• Flight  path  restrictions  would  remain  the  same  as  now,  but  could  incorporate  possible 
new  mitigations  identified  through  a mediation  process  or  other  agreements. 
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Under  this  alternative,  new  areas  would  be  added  to  the  permits,  including  the  lake  at 
Antler  Glacier  and  other  areas  north  to  the  Juneau/Haines  Borough  line.  The  number  of 
days  in  the  season  would  equal  153.  The  amount  of  noise  residents  would  experience 
would  change  to  the  extent  that  additional  flights  to  the  new  areas  north  of  Juneau  would 
occur  Monday  through  Friday,  with  an  associated  decrease  in  flights  to  other  areas.  The 
extent  of  this  shift  is  not  known.  There  would  be  slightly  fewer  flights  per  hour  than 
under  Alternatives  B,  C,  and  D,  but  they  would  run  7 days  a week.  The  current  number  of 
45  to  50  non-landing  helicopter  flights  conducted  by  the  tour  companies  in  2001  would 
likely  continue. 

As  shown  on  Table  4-1,  the  noise  level  under  Alternative  E would  be  equal  to  the  level 
associated  with  authorized  operations  in  1999,  and  0.6  dB  higher  than  the  noise  level 
associated  with  the  actual  number  of  landings  that  occurred  in  1999.  As  noted  earlier,  this 
slight  increase  in  the  noise  level  might  not  be  noticeable  to  most  people. 

Alternative  F would  increase  annual  authorized  landings  5 percent  per  year  through  2007, 
and  helicopters  could  land  7 days  a week.  The  following  additional  features  could 
affect  residents: 

• The  number  of  authorized  landings  would  increase  from  19,991  in  2003  to 
24,229  in  2007,  an  increase  of  7,523  landings  per  season,  compared  to  the  actual 
number  of  landings  in  1999  (16,706). 

• The  average  number  of  landings  per  day  would  increase  from  13 1 in  2003  to  1 58 
in  2007,  an  added  49  landings  per  day  compared  to  actual  landings  in  1999  (109) 
and  34  more  than  authorized  in  1999  (124).  As  noted  above,  to  allow  a 
meaningful  comparison  between  values  for  1999  and  values  for  this  alternative, 
calculations  of  average  landings  per  day  in  1999  are  based  on  a season  length  of 
153  days. 

• It  would  permit  landings  between  8:30  a.m.  and  8:00  p.m.,  resulting  in  an 
average  of  13.7  landings  per  hour  by  2007,  a 45  percent  increase  over  the 
average  number  of  actual  landings  per  hour  in  1999  (9.5). 

• It  would  allow  landings  7 days  per  week  in  both  current  and  new  areas. 

• Flight  path  restrictions  would  remain  the  same  as  now,  but  could  incorporate  possible 
new  mitigations  identified  through  a mediation  process  or  other  agreements. 

Under  this  alternative,  several  new  areas  north  and  east  of  Juneau,  including  Eagle 
Glacier  and  Death  Valley,  would  be  added  to  the  permits.  Residents  would  experience 
increased  noise  associated  with  more  landings  per  hour  and  more  days  per  week  than 
under  any  other  alternative,  except  Alternative  G.  The  current  number  of  45  to  50  non- 
landing helicopter  flights  conducted  by  the  tour  companies  in  2001  would  likely  continue. 

Table  4-1  indicates  that  the  noise  to  which  residents  are  exposed  would  increase  by 
1.6  dB  compared  to  the  noise  level  associated  with  the  number  of  actual  landings  in  1999. 
Although  this  increase  may  not  be  noticeable  to  most  people,  it  is  likely  to  be 
objectionable  to  those  who  are  already  exposed  to  more  noise  and  more  overflights  than 
they  desire. 

Alternative  G would  increase  the  number  of  authorized  landings  by  10  percent  per  year, 
totaling  30,662  by  2007.  Helicopters  could  land  7 days  a week.  This  alternative  is 
intended  to  respond  to  the  helicopter  companies’  requests  for  additional  landings  and  new 
areas.  The  following  additional  features  are  of  interest  to  residents: 

• The  number  of  authorized  landings  would  increase  from  20,943  in  2003  to 
30,662  in  2007,  a total  increase  of  13,956  landings  compared  to  the  actual 
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number  of  landings  in  1999  (16,706).  The  total  increase  would  be 
approximately  84  percent  from  1999  to  2007. 

• The  average  number  of  landings  per  day  would  increase  from  139,  or  12.1  landings 
per  hour,  in  2003  to  200  landings  per  day  in  2007,  or  17.4  landings  per  hour. 

• It  would  permit  landings  between  8:30  a.m.  and  8:00  p.m. 

• It  would  allow  landings  7 days  a week  in  both  current  and  new  areas. 

• Flight  path  restrictions  would  remain  the  same  as  now,  but  could  incorporate  possible 
new  mitigations  identified  through  a mediation  process  or  other  agreements. 

Under  this  alternative,  several  new  areas  north  and  east  of  Juneau  would  be  added  to  the 
permits.  The  number  of  days  in  the  season  would  equal  153  days.  Under  this  alternative, 
residents  would  experience  more  noise  because  there  would  be  more  landings  in  total  and 
more  landings  per  hour  than  under  any  other  alternative.  Also,  the  current  number  of  45 
to  50  non-landing  helicopter  flights  conducted  by  the  tour  companies  in  2001  would 
likely  continue.  Average  landings  per  day  would  increase  to  200  in  2007,  or 
approximately  83  percent  more  landings  per  day  than  the  average  actual  landings  that 
occurred  in  1999  (109).  As  noted  previously,  to  allow  a meaningful  comparison  between 
values  for  1999  and  values  for  this  alternative,  calculations  of  average  landings  per  day  in 
1999  are  based  on  a season  length  of  153  days. 

Table  4-1  illustrates  that  the  noise  to  which  residents  are  exposed  under  Alternative  G 
would  increase  by  2.6  dB  compared  to  the  noise  level  associated  with  the  number  of 
actual  landings  in  1999.  This  level  of  increase  could  be  noticeable  to  some  people  and  is 
likely  to  be  objectionable  to  those  who  are  already  exposed  to  more  noise  and  more 
overflights  than  they  desire. 

This  alternative  would  hold  the  number  of  landings  at  the  currently  authorized  level  of 
19,039  in  2003  and  2004  and  would  increase  authorized  landings  5 percent  per  year  from 
2005  through  2007  (22,040  landings).  Helicopters  could  land  7 days  a week.  The 
following  additional  features  are  relevant  to  residents: 


• The  number  of  authorized  landings  would  increase  from  19,039  in  2003  to 
22,040  in  2007,  an  increase  of  3,334  landings  per  season,  compared  to  the  actual 
number  of  landings  in  1999  (16,706). 

• If  a satellite  heliport  site(s)  is  developed  before  the  2007  season,  the  number  of 
authorized  landings  may  be  re-evaluated. 

• The  average  number  of  landings  per  day  would  increase  from  124  in  2003  to  144 
in  2007,  an  added  35  landings  per  day  compared  to  actual  landings  in  1999  (109) 
and  20  more  than  authorized  in  1999  (124).  As  noted  above,  to  allow  a 
meaningful  comparison  between  values  for  1999  and  values  for  this  alternative, 
calculations  of  average  landings  per  day  in  1999  are  based  on  a season  length  of 
153  days. 

• It  would  permit  landings  between  8:30  a.m.  and  8:00  p.m.,  the  same  as  currently. 

• The  average  number  of  landings  per  hour  would  increase  from  10.8  in  2003  to 
12.5  in  2007,  approximately  32  percent  more  landings  per  hour  than  the  average 
associated  with  actual  landings  in  1999  (9.5). 

• It  would  allow  landings  7 days  per  week  in  both  current  and  new  areas. 

• Flight  path  restrictions  would  remain  the  same  as  now,  but  could  incorporate  possible 
new  mitigations  identified  through  a mediation  process  or  other  agreements. 

Under  this  alternative,  landing  sites  in  Death  Valley  would  be  added  to  the  permits.  The 
number  of  days  in  the  season  would  equal  153.  The  amount  of  noise  residents  would 
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experience  would  change  to  the  extent  that  additional  flights  along  the  eastern  routes  to 
Death  Valley  would  occur  7 days  per  week,  with  the  potential  for  an  associated  decrease 
in  flights  to  other  areas.  The  extent  of  this  shift  is  not  known.  The  current  number  of  45 
to  50  non-landing  helicopter  flights  conducted  by  the  tour  companies  in  2001  would 
likely  continue. 

Table  4-1  indicates  that  the  noise  to  which  residents  are  exposed  would  increase  by  1 .2  dB 
compared  to  the  noise  level  associated  with  the  number  of  actual  landings  in  1999. 
Although  this  increase  may  not  be  noticeable  to  most  people,  it  is  likely  to  be 
objectionable  to  those  who  are  already  exposed  to  more  noise  and  more  overflights  than 
they  desire. 


Environmental  Consequences  for  Recreationists 

Recreation  activities  potentially  affected  by  helicopter  noise  include  camping,  hiking, 
viewing  scenery  and  wildlife,  bicycling  jogging,  picnicking,  kayaking,  horseback  riding, 
fishing,  hunting,  off-road  vehicle  use,  and  snowmobile  use.  The  noise  studies  cited  in 
Chapter  3 included  sites  on  hiking  trails  in  the  icefield  area.  Areas  potentially  affected 
include  the  following  recreation  trails  and  places  where  helicopter  noise  may  affect 
recreationists  (see  Figure  2-3): 

• North  area  from  Auke  Mountain  to  the  northern  end  of  the  Juneau  Icefield  study  area 

- Auke  Nu  Trail 

- Spaulding  Meadows  Trail 

- Mount  McGinnis  Path 

- Peterson  Lake  Trail 

- Eagle  River 

- Herbert  Glacier  Trail 

- Windfall  Lake  Trail 

- Point  Bridget  Trail 

- Yankee  Basin 

• Valley  area 

- West  Glacier  Trail 

- Trail  of  the  Glacier 

- East  Glacier  Trail 

- Steep  Creek  Trail 

- Moraine  Ecology  Trail 

- Dredge  Lake  Area  Trails 

- Nugget  Creek  Trail 

- Heintzleman  Ridge  Trail 

- Montana  Creek  Trail 

- MGRA  (including  Mendenhall  Glacier  Visitor  Center  and  Skater’s  Cabin) 

- Steep  Creek  Area 

- Mount  McGinnis 

• South  area 

- Point  Bishop  Trail 

- Lemon  Creek  Trail 

- Salmon  Creek  Road  and  Trail 

- Granite  Creek  Trail 

- Blackerby  Ridge 

- Perseverance  Trail 

- Sheep  Creek  Trail 
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- Treadwell  Ditch  Trail 

- Dan  Moeller  Trail 

- Mt.  Juneau  Trail 

- Mt.  Bradley  (Mt.  Jumbo)  Route 

• New  areas 

- No  formal  trails  in  new  areas,  but  many  recreationists  use  the  Berners  Bay  area 

On  the  other  hand,  limitations  on  the  number  of  landings  or  timing  restrictions  would 
limit  the  recreational  opportunities  for  people,  primarily  tourists,  who  would  like  to 
participate  in  activities  requiring  helicopters  for  access.  A 1999  survey  of  helicopter 
icefield  tour  customers  found  that  custom  tours  involving  the  most  time  and  activity  on 
the  icefield  ranked  significantly  higher  in  satisfaction  than  the  standard  landing  tours 
(McDowell  Group,  1999). 

The  NPS  has  studied  noise  effects  on  recreationists,  particularly  with  respect  to 
flightseeing  noise  at  Grand  Canyon  National  Park.  Unlike  the  aircraft  noise  studies  of 
residents  in  populated  areas,  which  focus  on  annoyance  associated  with  aircraft  noise,  the 
NPS  maintains  that  the  appropriate  measure  of  noise  impacts  in  the  national  parks  is  the 
amount  of  interference  with  the  enjoyment  of  natural  quiet  (Michael  Baker  et  al.,  2001), 
based  on  the  assumption  that  recreationists  expect  parks  and  wilderness  areas  to  be 
quieter  than  populated  areas. 

Although  the  mandate  of  the  NPS  is  different  than  that  of  the  Forest  Service,  some  of  the 
research  and  findings  concerning  aircraft  overflights  may  be  applicable  to  recreational 
areas  on  Forest  Service  lands.  In  an  NPS  report  to  Congress,  the  NPS  attempted  to 
correlate  the  percent  of  visitors  experiencing  moderate  to  extreme  annoyance  due  to 
aircraft  noise  with  the  percent  of  time  aircraft  are  audible  and  with  hourly  A-weighted 
aircraft  noise  exposure  levels  (doses)  (NPS,  1994).  Two  recreational  opportunities  were 
considered,  defined  by  the  short  hike  and  the  overlook  experience. 

Two  aspects  were  found  to  be  important:  the  time  aircraft  are  audible  or  noticeable  and 
the  dose  (or  loudness)  of  audible  aircraft.  Based  on  their  research,  the  NPS  published  the 
dose-response  curve  shown  in  Figure  4-2.  This  dose-response  curve  is  similar  to  the 
curve  for  residents  shown  in  Figure  4-1,  except  that  more  recreationists  are  predicted  to 
be  annoyed  at  each  noise  level.  For  example,  at  75  dB,  approximately  37  percent  of 
residents  are  expected  to  be  annoyed  (see  Figure  4-1),  while  85  percent  of  recreationists 
are  expected  to  be  annoyed  (see  Figure  4-2). 

The  NPS  study  was  based  on  visitors  to  the  Grand  Canyon,  and  the  applicability  to 
recreationists  on  NFS  land  has  not  been  established.  Research  is  currently  underway  to 
refine  this  curve  to  address  situations  when  the  aircraft  and  the  background  noise  levels 
are  very  similar.  This  may  explain  why  the  dose-response  curve  never  results  in  zero 
percent  annoyed  (Acentech,  1999). 

This  dose-response  curve  can  be  used  to  provide  a conservative  estimate  of  the  population 
of  recreationists  annoyed  based  on  dose  levels.  Dose  may  be  easily  calculated  from 
information  on  aircraft  type  or  noise  emission,  number  of  flights  per  hour,  location  of 
flight  corridor,  altitudes  of  aircraft,  and  the  terrain. 

No  surveys  have  been  made  of  recreationists  in  the  Juneau  area  to  determine  whether  the 
dose-response  curve  in  Figure  4-2  is  representative  of  local  recreationists.  Forest  Service 
trailhead  logs  do  include  some  noise  complaints  from  trail  users.  Additionally,  a non- 
scientific  survey  conducted  by  a group  of  citizens  in  1 999  showed  a high  level  of 
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Figure  4-2.  Percent  of  Recreationists  Annoyed 


dissatisfaction  with  the  level  of  noise  (Obermeyer,  1999).  Sixty-nine  individuals, 
primarily  trail  users,  responded  to  the  survey.  Most  respondents  found  the  helicopter 
traffic  very  bothersome  to  their  hiking  experience.  In  general,  insofar  as  the  dose- 
response  curve  is  indicative  of  local  recreationists,  the  louder  the  noise  and  the  longer  it  is 
audible,  the  more  recreationists  on  the  ground  will  be  annoyed.  The  point  at  which 
people  decide  to  recreate  elsewhere  due  to  noise  and  disruption  of  wildlife  depends  not 
only  on  the  noise  level  but  also  on  the  individual  tolerance  level  and  the  availability  of 
substitute  recreational  sites. 

Each  alternative  is  discussed  below  in  terms  of  its  effects  on  recreationists. 

Alternative  A — No  Action 

Under  this  alternative,  special  use  permits  to  land  helicopters  on  the  Juneau  Icefield  would 
not  be  issued  to  the  helicopter  glacier  tour  companies.  Flightseeing-only  tours  (helicopter 
tours  that  do  not  land  on  NFS  land)  are  outside  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Forest  Service  and 
would  probably  continue,  even  if  no  landings  were  authorized.  No  new  landing  locations 
would  be  added,  no  motorized  vehicle  permits  would  be  issued,  and  no  expansion  areas 
would  be  permitted. 

The  Forest  Service  cannot  predict  whether  the  helicopter  companies  would  fly  the  same 
number  of  trips,  more  trips,  or  fewer  trips  that  would  not  land;  thus,  the  noise  associated  with 
flights  could  decline,  remain  the  same,  or  even  increase  under  Alternative  A.  The  consumer 
cost  of  a helicopter  flightseeing  tour  is,  however,  greater  than  a fixed-wing  tour.  If  the 
helicopter  tours  were  not  allowed  to  land  on  the  icefield,  apparently  a very  special  feature  of 
the  tour,  then  the  helicopter  tours  might  not  be  as  attractive  to  the  consumer.  More 
consumers  might  opt  for  the  less  expensive  fixed-wing  flightseeing  tour,  which  would 
decrease  the  helicopter  noise  but  increase  the  noise  associated  with  fixed-wing  aircraft. 
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The  loss  of  commercial  landings  on  the  icefield  would  have  differing  effects  on  different 
groups  of  recreationists.  First,  cruise  ship  passengers  and  others  would  no  longer  have 
the  opportunity  to  take  a commercial  tour  to  land  on  the  icefield  and  enjoy  that 
experience,  nor  would  they  be  able  to  participate  in  the  related  icefield  activities,  such  as 
trekking  and  dogsled  mushing.  These  commercial  tour  opportunities  would  be  eliminated 
by  Alternative  A;  however,  non-outfitter-guided  helicopter  access  to  the  icefield  would 
still  be  available. 

With  the  loss  of  commercial  landings,  hikers  and  other  recreationists  on  the  ground  might 
be  exposed  to  less  helicopter  noise  (but  possibly  more  fixed-wing  aircraft  noise)  than  they 
currently  experience.  On  the  other  hand,  Forest  Service  restrictions  on  helicopter  landing 
tour  flight  parameters,  which  have  allowed  wildlife  to  adapt  to  the  helicopter  activities  in 
the  region,  would  not  apply  to  this  alternative.  The  possibility,  therefore,  exists  that  there 
would  be  lower  flying  helicopters  that  would  in  turn  be  more  disruptive  to  wildlife  and 
recreationists  on  the  ground.  Potentially,  recreationists  would  have  a less  desirable 
experience  because  of  increased  noise,  disrupted  wildlife  viewing  or  hunting,  and 
potential  visual  disruption  of  vistas  caused  by  lower  flying  helicopters.  Because  of  the 
number  of  unpredictable  variables,  the  change  in  the  noise  environment  cannot  be 
predicted  and,  therefore,  the  response  of  recreationists  on  the  ground  is  also  uncertain. 
Given  the  growing  use  of  local  trails  (see  Table  3-1)  and  the  limited  number  of  options 
available  to  local  recreationists,  a change  in  the  noise  environment  along  trails  is  not 
likely  to  cause  hikers  to  use  trails  less  than  they  do  currently. 

Overall,  recreationists  would  have  fewer  options  or  less  influence  on  outcomes  under 
Alternative  A because  the  Forest  Service  would  not  be  able  to  control  helicopter  tour 
flight  parameters. 

The  standards  and  guidelines  for  recreation  and  tourism  guide  the  Forest  Service  to  work 
with  recreation  service  partners  and  the  tourism  industry  to  provide  services  and 
opportunities  that  supplement  the  use  and  enjoyment  of  the  national  forests  by  a variety  of 
people,  and  to  authorize  commercial  recreational  developments  and  services  where  there 
is  a public  need.  Based  on  historical  use  figures  and  the  increasing  demand  for  access  to 
the  Tongass  National  Forest’s  Juneau  Icefield,  Alternative  A is  not  consistent  with  the 
management  prescriptions  for  the  three  affected  LUDs — Remote  Recreation,  Semi- 
Remote  Recreation,  and  LUD  II — nor  is  it  consistent  with  the  standards  and  guidelines  for 
recreation  and  tourism  (see  Appendix  B). 

Alternative  B — Reduce  Icefield  Landings  to  1994  Actual  Use  Level 

This  alternative  would  decrease  the  current  amount  of  noise  exposure  experienced  by  area 
recreationists  below  that  of  any  other  action  alternative.  As  noted  earlier,  there  would  be 
fewer  total  landing  days  per  season  (106),  fewer  total  landings  per  season  (1 1,881  by 
2007),  and  fewer  average  landings  per  day  (1 12  by  2007)  than  any  of  the  other  action 
alternatives,  and  fewer  landings  than  authorized  in  the  1 999  season.  There  would, 
however,  be  more  landings  per  hour  (11.8  per  hour  by  2007)  than  actually  occurred  in 
1999  (9.5  per  hour).  Like  the  effects  on  residents,  these  changes  would  affect 
recreationists  by  exposing  them  to  slightly  more  noise  during  operating  hours  throughout 
the  season,  but  no  noise  associated  with  helicopter  landing  tours  would  occur  on 
weekends  and  holidays. 

It  is  uncertain  whether  most  people  would  notice  the  slight  increase  in  the  noise  level 
during  the  week.  The  chief  benefit  for  recreationists  under  Alternative  B would  be  that 
the  noise  associated  with  helicopter  landing  tours  would  not  be  present  on  weekends  and 
holidays.  However,  it  is  likely  that  at  least  some  helicopter  landing  tours  would  be 
replaced  by  helicopter  tours  that  do  not  land  or  by  fixed-wing  aircraft  tours  on  the 
weekends  and  holidays. 
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The  following  effects  on  recreationists  and  recreational  activities  can  be  anticipated  under 
Alternative  B: 

• With  the  elimination  of  holiday/weekend  landings,  recreationists  arriving  by 
cruise  ship  on  those  days  would  not  have  the  opportunity  to  participate  in  an 
icefield  landing  and  associated  activities.  They  would,  however,  be  able  to 
participate  in  helicopter  or  fixed-wing  overflights  of  the  icefield. 

• Experiences  of  recreationists  participating  in  the  helicopter  tours  on  weekdays 
would  be  somewhat  affected  by  the  Forest  Service  buffer  zones  around  wildlife 
habitat  and  trail  ends.  These  recreationists  would  be  viewing  wildlife  and  vistas 
from  a greater  distance,  but  would  still  have  the  opportunity  to  land  on 

the  icefield. 

• No  minor  developments  for  motorized  snow  vehicles  would  be  allowed.  Noise 
associated  with  motorized  snow  vehicle  use  on  the  icefield  would  not  occur  and 
there  would  continue  to  be  no  opportunities  for  guided  snow  vehicle  tours  on 
the  icefield. 

• With  respect  to  recreationists  on  the  ground,  the  trail  end  buffer  zones  on  West 
Glacier  and  Herbert  Glacier  trails  would  benefit  recreationists  by  creating  less 
noise  and  less  disruption  of  recreational  activities  than  occurs  without  the  buffer 
zones  (see  Figure  2-3).  If  wildlife  are  less  disturbed,  the  quality  of  wildlife 
viewing  and  hunting  experiences  may  improve.  Additionally,  elimination  of 
noise  from  helicopter  landing  tours  on  holidays  and  weekends  would  provide 
recreationists  on  the  ground  with  an  opportunity  to  experience  some  natural 
quiet  periods. 

• No  expanded  landing  areas  would  be  permitted;  therefore,  the  effects  associated 
with  helicopter  tour  landings  would  not  expand  beyond  the  current  boundaries 
even  as  recreational  demand  increases. 

• No  changes  in  policy  would  occur  in  the  recreational  environments  of  the 
Haines/Juneau  Borough  line  area,  Eagle  Glacier,  Death  Valley,  Berners  Bay,  or 
Antler  Glacier  Lake  and  Antler  Glacier.  The  number  of  landing  areas  and  flights 
would  remain  the  same,  therefore  recreationists  would  not  experience  new 
impacts  in  these  areas. 

Alternative  C — Limit  Icefield  Landings  to  1999  Actual  Use  Level 

This  alternative  would  hold  the  authorized  number  of  landings  at  the  1 999  actual  use  level 
of  16,706;  therefore,  the  amount  of  noise  would  be  very  close  to  that  experienced  by 
recreationists  during  the  1 999  season.  As  noted  earlier,  the  number  of  landing  days  in  the 
season  would  decrease  slightly  (from  153  to  128),  and  the  average  number  of  landings  per 
day  (131)  would  be  slightly  more  than  the  current  authorized  number  ( 1 24). 

The  chief  benefit  for  recreationists  under  Alternative  C would  be  that  the  noise  associated 
with  helicopter  landing  tours  would  not  be  present  on  Sundays  and  holidays.  It  is 
uncertain  whether  the  helicopter  landing  tours  would  be  replaced  by  helicopter  tours  that 
do  not  land  or  by  fixed-wing  aircraft  tours.  Overall,  the  effect  on  recreationists  on  the 
ground  is  likely  to  be  negligible  during  the  week. 

The  following  effects  on  recreationists  and  recreational  activities  can  be  anticipated  under 
Alternative  C: 

• With  the  elimination  of  Sunday/weekend  landings,  recreationists  arriving  by 
cruise  ship  on  those  days  would  not  have  the  opportunity  to  participate  in  an 
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icefield  landing  and  associated  activities.  They  would,  however,  be  able  to 
participate  in  helicopter  or  fixed-wing  overflights  of  the  icefield. 

• Experiences  of  recreationists  participating  in  the  helicopter  tours  on  weekdays 
and  Saturdays  would  be  somewhat  affected  by  the  Forest  Sendee  buffer  zones 
around  wildlife  habitat  and  trail  ends.  These  recreationists  would  be  viewing 
wildlife  and  vistas  from  a greater  distance,  but  would  still  have  the  opportunity 
to  land  on  the  icefield. 

• With  respect  to  recreationists  on  the  ground,  the  trail  end  buffer  zones  on  West 
Glacier  and  Herbert  Glacier  trails  would  benefit  recreationists  by  creating  less 
noise  and  less  disruption  of  recreational  activities  than  occurs  without  the  buffer 
zones  (see  Figure  2-3).  If  wildlife  are  less  disturbed,  the  quality  of  wildlife  viewing 
and  hunting  experiences  may  improve.  Additionally,  elimination  of  noise  from 
helicopter  landing  tours  on  holidays  and  weekends  would  provide  recreationists  on 
the  ground  with  an  opportunity  to  experience  some  natural  quiet  periods. 

• Xo  minor  developments  for  motorized  snow  vehicles  would  be  allowed,  so  that 
noise  associated  with  snow  vehicle  use  would  not  be  added  to  the  existing 
icefield  environment.  There  would  continue  to  be  no  opportunities  for  guided 
motorized  snow  vehicle  tours  on  the  icefield. 

• Xo  expanded  landing  areas  would  be  permitted:  therefore,  the  effects  associated 
with  helicopter  tour  landings  w ould  not  expand  beyond  the  current  boundaries 
even  as  recreational  demand  increases. 

• Xo  changes  in  policy  would  occur  in  the  recreational  environments  of  the 
Haines  Juneau  Borough  line  area.  Eagle  Glacier.  Death  Valley.  Berners  Bay.  or 
Antler  Glacier  Fake  and  .Antler  Glacier.  The  number  of  landing  areas  and  flights 
would  remain  the  same,  therefore  recreationists  on  the  ground  would  not 
experience  new  impacts  in  these  areas. 

Alternative  D — Limit  Icefield  Landings  to  1999  Authorized  Use  Level 

This  alternative  would  hold  the  number  of  landings  at  the  currently  authorized  level  of 
19.039.  with  limited  new  locations  and  day  restrictions.  As  noted  earlier,  the  number  of 
days  per  season  (128  days  between  May  1 and  September  30)  would  be  slightly  less  than 
the  number  associated  with  the  same  period  in  prior  years.  Average  landings  per  day 
would  be  higher  (149)  than  Alternative  E (124).  providing  more  access  overall  to  those 
seeking  helicopter  landing  tours.  Elimination  of  noise  from  helicopter  landing  tours  on 
holidays  and  Sundays  would  provide  recreationists  on  the  ground  with  an  opportunity  to 
experience  natural  quiet.  Overall,  the  effect  on  recreationists  on  the  ground  is  likely  to  be 
negligible  during  the  week. 

The  following  effects  on  recreationists  and  recreational  activities  can  be  anticipated  under 
Alternative  D: 

• There  would  be  no  helicopter  landings  on  the  icefield  on  Sundays  and  holidays 
in  areas  where  landings  currently  occur,  so  recreationists  w ould  not  be  exposed 
to  the  associated  noise  on  those  days.  With  the  elimination  of  Sunday  weekend 
landings,  recreationists  arriving  by  cruise  ship  on  those  days  would  not  have  the 
opportunity  to  participate  in  an  icefield  landing  and  associated  activities  in  the 
current  area.  They  would,  however,  be  able  to  participate  in  helicopter  or  fixed- 
wing  overflights  of  the  icefield  in  the  current  area  and  would  have  access  to 
landing  tours  on  Saturdays. 

• With  respect  to  recreationists  on  the  ground,  the  trail  end  buffer  zones  on  West 
Glacier  and  Herbert  Glacier  trails  would  benefit  recreationists  by  creating  less 
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noise  and  less  disruption  of  recreational  activities  than  occurs  without  the  buffer 
zones  (see  Figure  2-3).  If  wildlife  are  less  disturbed,  the  quality  of  wildlife 
viewing  and  hunting  experiences  may  improve. 

• Minor  developments  for  motorized  snow  vehicles  would  be  allowed  in  semi- 
remote recreation  areas,  but  not  in  remote  recreation  areas  (see  Figure  1-4). 
Recreationists  would  be  exposed  to  the  noise  of  motorized  snow  vehicles  in  semi- 
remote recreation  areas.  The  specific  locations  would  be  considered  on  a case-by- 
case  basis,  using  the  Semi-primitive  Motorized  ROS  as  guidance,  in  relation  to  the 
proposed  scale  of  development  and  other  possible  activities  in  the  vicinity.  The 
allowance  of  motorized  vehicles  in  semi-remote  areas  would  provide  a new  activity 
for  helicopter  landing  tour  passengers  to  participate  in,  thus  supporting  more 
diverse  uses  of  the  area.  Recreationists  would,  however,  be  exposed  to  the  noise  of 
motorized  snow  vehicles  in  semi-remote  recreation  areas.  It  is  likely  that  those 
recreationists  seeking  natural  quiet  (e.g.,  hikers,  hunters,  and  anglers)  would  be 
pushed  into  the  more  remote  areas  to  experience  quiet. 

• No  changes  would  occur  in  the  recreational  environments  of  Eagle  Glacier  and 
Death  Valley,  where  no  helicopter  landings  are  currently  allowed.  By  providing 
areas  where  no  helicopter  landings  take  place,  recreationists  on  the  ground 
would  still  be  able  to  find  naturally  quiet  areas. 

• Expanded  landing  areas  would  be  added,  including  Antler  Glacier  and  other 
areas  north  to  the  Haines/Juneau  Borough  line.  Expanded  landing  areas  would 
result  in  less  concentration  of  helicopter  landings,  thereby  increasing 
opportunities  for  helicopter  passengers  while  geographically  spreading  the  noise 
exposure  for  recreationists  on  the  ground.  This  aspect  of  Alternative  D 
decreases  the  area  available  to  those  seeking  natural  quiet. 

• Under  this  alternative,  new  landing  areas  north  of  Gilkey  Glacier  would  be 
permitted  for  use  Monday  through  Friday.  More  people  would  have  access  to 
helicopter  tours  in  more  remote  areas.  Recreationists  on  the  ground  would  lose 
areas  of  natural  quiet  during  the  week,  however. 

• Recreationists  hiking  or  boating  in  the  Berners  Bay,  Antler  Glacier,  Antler 
River,  Gilkey  River,  Lace  River  and  other  areas  north  to  the  Haines/Juneau 
Borough  line,  as  well  as  cabin  users  at  Berners  Bay,  would  be  exposed  to  the 
additional  noise  of  helicopter  overflights  and  remote  landings  on  weekdays,  but 
Sundays  and  holidays  would  be  the  same  as  under  existing  conditions.  The 
helicopter  companies  could  also  opt  for  overflights  without  landings  on  any 
days,  and  the  Forest  Service  has  no  authority  to  regulate  such  activities. 

The  relatively  restrictive  wildlife  buffers  in  this  new  area  would  limit  the 
potential  for  tour  growth  to  landing  sites  at  a remote  area  on  the  upper  Bucher 
Glacier,  which  would  affect  any  other  recreationists  in  the  area. 

Alternative  E — Proposed  Action 

This  alternative  would  hold  the  number  of  landings  at  the  current  authorized  level 
(19,039),  and  helicopter  landings  would  continue  to  be  allowed  7 days  a week.  As  noted 
earlier,  new  landings  in  areas  north  of  Gilkey  Glacier  would  be  permitted.  Although  the 
total  number  of  landings  per  year  would  be  the  same  as  under  Alternative  D,  the  average 
number  of  landings  per  day  under  Alternative  E would  be  reduced,  compared  to 
Alternative  D,  because  Alternative  E would  allow  landings  7 days  a week  (the  same  as 
currently).  For  both  helicopter  tour  passengers  and  on-the-ground  recreationists,  this 
alternative  is  most  like  the  current  situation,  except  for  the  expansion  into  Berners  Bay 
and  areas  north  to  the  Haines/Juneau  Borough  line. 
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The  following  effects  on  recreationists  and  recreational  activities  could  be  anticipated 
under  Alternative  E: 

• Recreationists  arriving  by  cruise  ship  any  day  of  the  week  would  have  the 
opportunity  to  participate  in  an  icefield  landing  and  associated  activities. 

• Compared  to  current  experiences,  the  experiences  of  recreationists  participating 
in  the  helicopter  tours  would  be  somewhat  affected  by  the  Forest  Service  buffer 
zones  around  wildlife  habitat  and  trail  ends.  These  recreationists  would  be 
viewing  wildlife  and  vistas  from  a greater  distance,  but  would  still  have  the 
opportunity  to  land  on  the  icefield  any  day  of  the  week. 

• With  respect  to  recreationists  on  the  ground,  the  trail  end  buffer  zones  at  West 
Glacier  and  Herbert  Glacier  trails  would  benefit  recreationists  by  creating  less 
noise  and  less  disruption  of  recreational  activities  than  occurs  without  the  buffer 
zones  (see  Figure  2-3).  If  wildlife  are  less  disturbed,  the  quality  of  wildlife 
viewing  and  hunting  experiences  could  improve.  There  could  be  some 
disturbance  to  recreationists  in  the  early  part  of  season  when  tour  companies 
would  be  allowed  to  land  within  the  trail  end  buffer  zones  because  of  unsafe 
landing  conditions  further  up  the  glacier. 

• By  allowing  landings  7 days  a week,  the  Proposed  Action  would  not  provide  the 
opportunity  for  quiet  weekends/holidays  that  would  be  afforded  by 
Alternatives  B,  C,  and  D. 

• Minor  developments  for  motorized  snow  vehicles  would  be  allowed  in  semi- 
remote recreation  areas,  but  not  in  remote  recreation  areas  (see  Figure  1-4). 
Helicopter  landing  tour  passengers  would  be  able  to  participate  in  snow-machine 
tours  on  the  icefield.  However,  other  recreationists  would  be  exposed  to  the  noise 
of  motorized  snow  vehicles  in  semi-remote  recreation  areas.  This  change  would 
cause  some  recreationists  on  the  ground  to  go  elsewhere  seeking  natural  quiet. 

• Expanded  landing  areas  would  be  added,  including  Antler  Glacier  and  other 
areas  north  to  the  Haines/Juneau  Borough  line.  More  people  would  have  access 
to  helicopter  tours  to  more  remote  areas.  Recreationists  on  the  ground  would 
lose  these  areas  of  natural  quiet  during  the  week. 

• No  changes  would  occur  in  the  recreational  environments  of  Eagle  Glacier  and 
Death  Valley,  where  no  helicopter  landings  are  currently  allowed.  By  providing 
areas  where  no  helicopter  landings  take  place,  recreationists  on  the  ground 
would  still  be  able  to  find  naturally  quiet  areas. 

• Helicopter  tours  to  Antler  Glacier  Lake  and  other  areas  north  to  the 
Haines/Juneau  Borough  line  would  be  allowed  only  during  the  weekdays,  thus 
providing  a quieter  experience  for  other  recreationists  on  weekends.  The  level 
of  noise  and  the  visual  impact  on  recreationists  north  of  Gilkey  Glacier  would, 
therefore,  increase  Monday  through  Friday  based  on  the  number  of  flights  going 
into  Berners  Bay  and  other  northern  areas. 

Alternative  F — Increase  Number  of  Landings  5 Percent  Annually,  with  New 
Locations 

This  alternative  would  increase  the  number  of  authorized  landings  5 percent  per  year, 
totaling  24,299  by  2007.  Helicopters  could  land  7 days  a week.  As  noted  earlier,  the 
number  of  days  in  the  season  would  equal  153,  and  the  average  number  of  landings  per 
day  (158)  would  be  higher  than  Alternative  E (124).  Under  Alternative  F,  the  chief 
benefit  for  recreationists  on  helicopter  landing  tours  would  be  that  more  icefield  landings 
would  be  permitted,  therefore  more  people  could  participate.  The  impact  to  recreationists 
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on  the  ground,  however,  would  be  noise  associated  with  helicopter  landing  tours  that 
would  be  present  7 days  per  week,  in  both  existing  and  new  recreation  areas. 

The  following  effects  on  recreationists  and  recreational  activities  could  be  anticipated 
under  Alternative  F: 

• With  the  allowance  of  more  landings,  more  recreationists  arriving  by  cruise  ship 
would  have  the  opportunity  to  participate  in  an  icefield  landing  and  associated 
activities.  Current  policy  provides  for  icefield  landings  7 days  per  week,  and  this 
opportunity  would  still  be  available.  Given  the  popularity  of  the  icefield 
activities,  participation  would  likely  grow  over  time. 

• Compared  to  current  conditions,  experiences  of  recreationists  participating  in  the 
helicopter  tours  would  be  somewhat  affected  by  the  Forest  Service  buffer  zones 
around  wildlife  habitat  and  trail  ends.  These  recreationists  would  be  viewing 
wildlife  and  vistas  from  a greater  distance,  but  would  still  have  the  opportunity 
to  land  on  the  icefield  any  day  of  the  week. 

• With  respect  to  recreationists  on  the  ground,  the  trail  end  buffer  zones  at  West 
Glacier,  Herbert  Glacier,  and  Eagle  Glacier  trails  would  benefit  recreationists  by 
creating  less  noise  and  less  disruption  of  recreational  activities  than  occurs 
without  the  buffer  zones  (see  Figure  2-3).  If  wildlife  are  less  disturbed,  the 
quality  of  wildlife  viewing  and  hunting  experiences  could  improve.  There  could 
be  some  disturbance  to  recreationists  in  the  early  part  of  season  when  tour 
companies  would  be  allowed  to  land  within  the  trail  end  buffer  zones  due  to 
unsafe  landing  conditions  further  up  the  glacier. 

• Wildlife  buffers  would  protect  recreationists  on  the  ground  from  some  noise,  but 
there  would  be  no  time  for  recreationists  who  desire  natural  quiet  to  schedule 
around  helicopter  landing  tours  in  the  existing  or  new  areas.  Recreationists  who 
desired  this  as  part  of  their  experience  would  be  forced  to  go  outside  the  area. 

• Minor  developments  for  motorized  snow  vehicles  would  be  allowed  in  semi- 
remote recreation  areas,  but  not  in  remote  recreation  areas  (see  Figure  1-4). 
Helicopter  landing  tour  passengers  would  be  able  to  participate  in  snow-machine 
tours  on  the  icefield;  however,  other  recreationists  would  be  exposed  to  the  noise 
of  motorized  snow  vehicles  in  semi-remote  recreation  areas.  This  change  would 
cause  some  recreationists  on  the  ground  to  go  elsewhere  to  seek  natural  quiet. 

• Expanded  landing  areas  would  be  added,  including  Eagle  Glacier,  Death  Valley, 
Antler  Glacier,  and  other  areas  north  to  the  Haines/Juneau  Borough  line.  More 
people  would  have  access  to  helicopter  tours,  including  tours  to  more  remote 
areas.  Recreationists  on  the  ground  would  lose  these  areas  of  natural  quiet  on 
weekends/holidays  (compared  to  Alternative  E).  Trail  and  waterway  users  near 
the  flight  paths  would  be  exposed  to  more  noise,  thereby  decreasing  the  areas 
available  for  natural  quiet  and  thus  affecting  recreationists  on  the  ground. 
Recreationists  who  required  this  as  part  of  their  experience  would  be  forced  to 
go  outside  the  area. 

• Under  this  alternative,  some  new  areas  north  of  Gilkey  Glacier  would  be  added 
to  the  permits,  raising  noise  levels  for  recreationists  on  the  ground  using  the 
areas  north  of  the  1995  EIS  study  area.  Recreationists  on  the  ground  would  be 
adversely  affected  because  of  the  decrease  in  availability  of  areas  with  natural 
quiet.  Recreationists  who  desired  this  as  part  of  their  experience  would  be 
forced  to  go  outside  the  area. 
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Alternative  G — Increase  Authorized  Icefield  Landings  10  Percent  Annually, 
with  New  Locations 

This  alternative  would  increase  the  number  of  authorized  landings  1 0 percent  per  year, 
totaling  30,662  by  2007.  Landings  would  be  allowed  7 days  a week.  Under  this 
alternative,  several  new  areas  north  and  east  of  Juneau  would  be  added  to  the  permits. 

The  average  number  of  landings  per  day  would  increase  from  139  in  2003  to  200  in  2007. 
The  chief  benefit  for  recreationists  under  Alternative  G would  be  that  more  people  would 
have  the  opportunity  to  participate  in  the  landings  and  associated  icefield  activities.  The 
impact  to  recreationists  on  the  ground  would  be  more  noise  associated  with  more 
helicopter  landing  tours  that  would  be  present  7 days  per  week. 

The  following  effects  on  recreationists  and  recreational  activities  could  be  anticipated 
under  Alternative  G: 

• With  the  allowance  of  more  landings,  more  recreationists  arriving  by  cruise  ship 
would  have  the  opportunity  to  participate  in  an  icefield  landing  and  associated 
activities  on  any  day.  Current  policy  provides  for  icefield  landings  7 days  per 
week,  and  this  opportunity  would  still  be  available.  Given  the  popularity  of  the 
activity,  participation  would  likely  grow  over  time. 

• Compared  to  current  experiences,  the  experiences  of  recreationists  participating 
in  the  helicopter  tours  would  be  somewhat  affected  by  the  Forest  Service  buffer 
zones  around  wildlife  habitat.  These  recreationists  would  be  viewing  wildlife 
and  vistas  from  a greater  distance,  but  would  still  have  the  opportunity  to  land  on 
the  icefield  any  day  of  the  week. 

• Wildlife  buffers  would  protect  recreationists  on  the  ground  from  some  noise,  but 
there  would  be  no  time  for  recreationists  who  desire  natural  quiet  to  schedule 
around  helicopter  landing  tours  in  the  existing  or  new  areas.  Recreationists  who 
required  this  as  part  of  their  experience  would  be  forced  to  go  outside  the  area. 

• Minor  developments  for  motorized  snow  vehicles  would  be  allowed  in  semi- 
remote and  remote  recreation  areas  (see  Figure  1-4).  Helicopter  landing  tour 
passengers  would  be  able  to  participate  in  snow-machine  tours  on  the  icefield. 
Other  recreationists,  however,  would  be  exposed  to  the  noise  of  motorized  snow 
vehicles  in  Semi-Remote  and  Remote  Recreation  areas.  This  change  would 
cause  some  recreationists  on  the  ground  to  seek  other,  quieter  areas. 

• Expanded  landing  areas  would  be  added,  including  Eagle  Glacier,  Death  Valley, 
Antler  Glacier,  and  other  areas  north  to  the  Haines/Juneau  Borough  line. 
Recreationists  would,  therefore,  have  access  to  helicopter  tours  to  more  remote 
areas.  Recreationists  on  the  ground  would  lose  these  areas  of  natural  quiet  on 
weekends/holidays  (compared  to  Alternative  E). 

• The  most  frequently  used  flight  paths  would  likely  remain  the  same  as  now,  but 
could  incorporate  possible  new  mitigation  measures  identified  through  the 
mediation  process.  With  the  same  flight  paths  used,  those  on  helicopter  tours 
could  encounter  more  helicopter  traffic  in  the  flight  paths. 

Alternative  H — Preferred  Alternative 

This  alternative  would  limit  the  number  of  landings  to  the  currently  authorized  level  of 
19,039  in  2003  and  2004  and  would  increase  authorized  landings  5 percent  per  year  from 
2005  through  2007  (22,040  landings).  Helicopters  could  land  7 days  a week.  As  noted 
earlier,  new  landings  at  Death  Valley  would  be  permitted.  The  number  of  days  in  the 
season  would  equal  153  and  the  average  number  of  landings  per  day  (144)  would  be 
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higher  than  Alternative  E (124),  providing  more  access  overall  to  those  seeking  helicopter 
landing  tours.  The  impact  to  recreationists  on  the  ground,  however,  would  be  noise 
associated  with  helicopter  landing  tours  that  would  be  present  7 days  per  week,  in  both 
existing  and  new  recreation  areas. 

The  following  effects  on  recreationists  and  recreational  activities  could  be  anticipated 
under  Alternative  H: 

• With  the  allowance  of  more  landings,  more  recreationists  arriving  by  cruise  ship 
would  have  the  opportunity  to  participate  in  an  icefield  landing  and  associated 
activities.  Current  policy  provides  for  icefield  landings  7 days  per  week,  and  this 
opportunity  would  still  be  available.  Given  the  popularity  of  the  icefield 
activities,  participation  would  likely  grow  over  time. 

• Wildlife  buffers  would  protect  recreationists  on  the  ground  from  some  noise,  but 
there  would  be  no  time  for  recreationists  who  desire  natural  quiet  to  schedule 
around  helicopter  landing  tours  in  the  existing  or  new  areas.  Recreationists  who 
required  this  as  part  of  their  experience  would  be  forced  to  go  outside  the  area. 

• By  allowing  landings  7 days  a week,  the  Preferred  Alternative  would  not  provide 
the  opportunity  for  quiet  weekends/holidays  that  would  be  afforded  by 
Alternatives  B,  C,  and  D. 

• No  minor  developments  for  motorized  snow  vehicles  would  be  allowed.  Noise 
associated  with  motorized  snow  vehicle  use  on  the  icefield  would  not  occur  and 
there  would  continue  to  be  no  opportunities  for  guided  snow  vehicle  tours  on 
the  icefield. 

• Landing  areas  would  be  added  at  Death  Valley.  More  people  would  have  access 
to  helicopter  tours,  including  tours  to  more  remote  areas.  Recreationists  on  the 
ground  would  lose  this  area  of  natural  quiet  7 days  per  week.  Trail  and 
waterway  users  near  the  flight  paths  would  be  exposed  to  more  noise,  thereby 
decreasing  the  area  available  for  natural  quiet  and  thus  affecting  recreationists  on 
the  ground.  Recreationists  who  required  this  as  part  of  their  experience  would  be 
forced  to  go  outside  the  area. 

• The  most  frequently  used  flight  paths  would  likely  remain  the  same  as  now,  but 
could  incorporate  possible  new  mitigation  measures  identified  through  the 
mediation  process.  With  the  same  flight  paths  used,  those  on  helicopter  tours 
could  encounter  more  helicopter  traffic  in  the  flight  paths. 


Environmental  Consequences  for  Wildlife 

Wildlife  species  considered  for  analysis  for  potential  impacts  of  helicopter  tour  activities 
include  MIS,  threatened  and  endangered  species  (TES),  and  other  species  of  concern. 
Potential  impacts  could  occur  to  wildlife  from  noise  or  visual  stimuli  near  flight  routes  or 
landing  sites.  Of  the  species  considered  for  analysis,  potential  impacts  could  occur  to 
black  bear,  brown  bear,  mountain  goat,  gray  wolf,  bald  eagle,  Steller  sea  lion,  trumpeter 
swan,  moose,  or  harbor  seal  in  one  of  more  of  the  alternatives.  Individual  red  squirrels, 
marten,  river  otter,  Sitka  black-tailed  deer,  northern  goshawks,  Vancouver  Canada  geese, 
red-breasted  sapsuckers,  hairy  woodpeckers,  and  brown  creepers  may  be  disturbed  in 
some  cases,  but  effects  on  populations  will  be  negligible  because  flight  routes  that  occur 
near  the  species’  habitat  generally  are  greater  than  1,500  feet  above  ground  level  and  the 
species’  habitat  does  not  occur  near  landing  sites.  Because  of  its  year-round  use  of 
habitat  near  proposed  flight  routes  and  landing  sites,  the  mountain  goat  has  the  greatest 
potential  to  be  affected  by  helicopter  tours.  Based  on  the  following  analysis  and  Forest 
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Plan  direction,  mitigation  measures  were  developed  to  minimize  the  impacts  of  helicopter 
tours  on  wildlife. 

Mountain  goat  populations  are  generally  dispersed  and  of  low  density  in  Southeast 
Alaska.  Subpopulations  occupy  relatively  small  patches  of  habitat.  The  small  size  and 
patchy  distribution  of  groups  create  a higher  potential  for  inbreeding  or  periodic  local 
extinctions  (Smith  and  Raedeke,  1982).  These  dynamics  of  goat  populations  were 
considered  in  assessing  additional  stresses  to  populations  that  may  occur  as  a result  of 
helicopter  activity. 

Physiology  and  Behavior  Impacts 

Aircraft  overflights  can  affect  the  physiology  and  behavior  of  wildlife,  and  if  the  stress 
becomes  chronic,  can  negatively  affect  an  animal’s  fitness  and  long-term  survival  (NPS, 
1994).  Both  sound  and  visual  stimuli  can  cause  stress.  The  manner  and  degree  in  which 
overflights  influence  wildlife  depends  on  life  history  of  the  species,  characteristics  of  the 
aircraft  and  flight  activities,  and  other  factors  including  habitat,  season,  activity  at  time  of 
exposure,  sex,  age,  health,  and  previous  experience  with  aircraft  (NPS,  1994).  Forested 
habitat  generally  reduces  noise  and  visual  stimuli  because  trees  provide  cover  and  muffle 
sound.  The  relationship  between  overflights  and  impacts  to  wildlife  is  complex,  but  it  is 
clear  that  the  closer  the  aircraft,  the  more  likely  an  animal  will  be  stressed  (Altmann, 

1958;  Berger  et  ah,  1983;  Krausmann  and  Hervert,  1983;  Knight  and  Knight,  1984; 

Miller  and  Smith,  1985;  Krausmann  et  ah,  1986:  Stockwell  et  ah,  1991;  Frid,  1998); 
helicopter  overflights  are  more  stressful  than  fixed-wing  overflights  (Interagency  Grizzly 
Bear  Committee,  1987;  NPS,  1994;  Wilson  and  Shackleton,  2001). 

Studies  have  documented  physiological  and  behavioral  responses  to  helicopter 
overflights.  Physiological  responses,  such  as  increased  heart  rate  or  stress  hormone  levels, 
have  been  demonstrated,  but  whether  such  responses  lead  to  long-term  harm  is  equivocal 
(McArthur  et  ah,  1982;  Stemp,  1983;  Forest  Service,  1992a;  NPS,  1994;  Weisenberger  et 
ah,  1996;  Grubb  and  Bowerman,  1997;  Frid,  1998,  1999;  Brown  et  ah,  1999). 

Combined  with  other  events  such  as  nesting,  nursing  young,  or  harsh  winters,  the  impacts 
of  physiological  stress  can  be  more  severe.  Behavioral  responses  to  overflights  can  range 
from  indifference  to  extreme  panic  (NPS,  1994).  Behavior  can  vary  among  species,  and 
even  among  individuals  within  a species.  Escape  flight  is  the  most  common  response. 
Frequent  overflights  can  have  the  greatest  likelihood  of  harmful  consequences. 

Behavioral  reactions  can  cause  injury  and  influence  breeding  success,  feeding,  and  habitat 
use.  Accidental  injury  can  result  from  trampling,  falling,  and  running  into  objects  or  off 
cliffs.  Reproductive  losses  can  occur  when  young  or  eggs  are  trampled,  left  unattended,  or 
abandoned.  Tundra  swans  have  abandoned  nests  due  to  chronic  disturbance  from 
overflights  (NPS,  1994).  Panicked  running  or  flying  results  in  increased  energy  use,  and 
reduced  food  intake  if  the  animal  happened  to  be  feeding.  Habitat  avoidance  or 
abandonment  has  been  documented  in  response  to  overflights  for  caribou  (Gunn  et  al., 

1985) ,  mountain  sheep  (Krausman  and  Hervert,  1983;  Bleich  et  al.,  1994),  and  mountain 
goats  (Chadwick,  1973;  Ballard,  1975). 

The  behavior  of  wildlife  has  been  used  to  assess  the  influence  of  human  activities  (Hicks 
and  Elder,  1979;  Berger  et  al.,  1983;  King  and  Workman,  1986).  Because  ungulates 
(hoofed  mammals)  devote  a high  percentage  of  time  to  feeding  and  foraging  behavior, 
time  budgets  (documentation  of  the  percentage  of  time  spent  in  a variety  of  activities)  are 
important  parameters  to  evaluate  disturbance.  Long-term  disturbances  may  lead  to  acute 
or  chronic  reduction  in  foraging  efficiency  (Berger  et  al.,  1983:  King  and  Workman. 

1986) .  Stockwell  et  al.  (1991)  conducted  time  budget  studies  of  bighorn  sheep  at  Grand 
Canyon  National  Park  where  helicopter  traffic  ranged  from  15,000  to  42,000  flights  per 
year.  This  study  and  others  (Altmann,  1958;  Berger  et  al.,  1983;  Krausmann  and  Hervert, 
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1983;  Knight  and  Knight,  1984;  Miller  and  Smith,  1985;  Krausmann  et  al.,  1986) 
indicated  that  the  degree  of  disturbance  was  a function  of  the  proximity  of  the  aircraft. 
Rocky  Mountain  bighorn  sheep  ( Ovis  canadensis ) did  not  respond  to  high-flying  aircraft 
(over  1,300  feet  [400  meters]),  but  did  respond  to  low-flying  aircraft  (300  to  820  feet 
[90  to  250  meters])  by  running,  which  increased  heart  rate  by  three  to  five  times 
(MacArthur  et  ah,  1979,  1982).  Helicopters  at  low  altitude  caused  a notable  reduction  in 
foraging  efficiency  in  the  Grand  Canyon  study  (Stockwell  et  ah,  1991).  Desert  mule  deer 
and  mountain  sheep  responded  to  simulated  jet  overflights  with  increased  heart  rates  and 
changed  behavior  (Weisenberger  et  ah,  1996).  Increased  heart  rates  were  positively 
correlated  to  dB  levels.  Heart  rates  returned  to  pre-disturbance  levels  in  60  to  1 80 
seconds  and  behavior  returned  to  pre-disturbance  conditions  in  less  than  252  seconds.  It 
took  Dali’s  sheep  21  to  45  minutes  after  helicopter  overflights  to  return  to  pre-disturbance 
levels  of  behavior  (Frid,  1999). 

Helicopter  disturbance  on  brown/grizzly  bears  was  summarized  by  the  Interagency 
Grizzly  Bear  Committee  (IGBC)  (1987)  and  updated  by  Claar  et  ah  (1999)  and  the 
Ministry  of  Environment,  Lands  and  Parks  (MELP)  (2001).  In  a study  in  relatively  open 
vegetation  on  the  Canning  River,  90  percent  of  the  grizzlies  reacted  moderately  or 
strongly  to  helicopters,  and  21  percent  to  fixed-wing  aircraft.  Bears  fled  to  cover  61 
percent  of  the  time  in  response  to  fixed-wing  overflights,  and  88  percent  of  the  time  in 
response  to  helicopters,  during  petroleum  exploration  activities  in  Northwest  Territories 
(Harding  and  Nagy,  1976).  Both  studies  used  helicopters  to  pursue  and  dart  bears,  so 
these  bears  were  probably  sensitized  to  overflights,  as  other  researchers  have  observed. 
Other  studies,  where  helicopters  were  not  used  in  capture  work,  also  showed  strong 
reactions  to  helicopter  overflights,  including  one  in  Glacier  National  Park,  where  tour 
flights  had  been  conducted  for  several  years  previous.  Suggestions  for  minimizing 
aircraft  disturbance  on  brown/grizzly  bears  included  minimizing  traffic  during  the 
denning  period  (October  to  early  May),  scheduling  flights  between  1 hour  after  sunrise  to 
1 hour  before  sunset  (April  through  October),  and  maintaining  a minimum  altitude  of  300 
meters  (984  feet)  (IGBC,  1987;  Claar  et  al.  1999;  MELP,  2001). 

Helicopter  overflights  elicited  a greater  response  (47  percent  on  nesting  bald  eagles  in 
Arizona  and  New  Mexico)  than  jets  (31  percent)  or  light  planes  (21  percent)  (Grubb  and 
Bowerman,  1997).  Distance  to  aircraft  and  duration  and  number  of  overflights  influenced 
response  the  greatest.  Habituation  seemed  to  vary  among  individual  eagles,  and  generally 
was  greatest  at  nest  sites  with  the  most  frequent  overflights.  They  recommended  a 600- 
meter  (1,969-foot)  aircraft  exclusion  zone  around  nests.  Weapons  testing  elicited  a 
behavioral  response  in  27  percent  of  roosting  and  7 percent  of  nesting  bald  eagles  on  the 
Aberdeen  Proving  Grounds  in  Maryland  (Brown  et  al.  1999);  however,  nest  success  did 
not  differ  between  nests  on  the  Proving  Grounds  and  nests  in  adjacent  areas. 

Bleich  et  al.  (1994)  warned  scientists  to  be  concerned  about  the  effects  of  helicopter 
activity  on  the  condition  and  reproductive  success  of  large  mammals.  Nutritionally 
stressed  individuals  may  be  especially  susceptible  to  disturbance  from  helicopter  activity 
that  causes  them  to  depart  from  prime  habitats  for  extended  periods.  Krausmann  and 
Hervert’s  (1983)  study  also  support  this.  Chadwick  (1973)  found  that  mountain  goats  in 
western  Montana  abandon  habitat  temporarily  as  a result  of  road  building  activities.  The 
effects  of  such  disturbance  would  be  exacerbated  for  mountain  goats  living  in 
environments  where  critical  resources  are  limited  and  widely  distributed  (Bleich 
et  al.,  1994). 

Mountain  goat  movements  resulting  from  disturbance  also  have  the  potential  to  make 
them  vulnerable  to  predation.  Management  recommendations  from  the  Stockwell  et  al. 
(1991)  study  include  minimizing  impacts  by  restricting  the  number  of  flights  and  by 
regulating  the  flight  altitudes  of  helicopters.  Flight  altitudes  of  at  least  1,300  to  1,600  feet 
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(400  to  500  meters)  were  recommended  to  minimize  impacts.  Fox  (1989)  recommended 
helicopter  activity  be  avoided  near  cliff  areas  used  by  female  goats  for  birthing  (kidding) 
and  during  early  neonatal  periods. 

The  percentage  of  time  spent  feeding  does  not  seem  to  be  different  inside  or  outside  of 
escape  terrain  (Fox,  1983);  however,  the  forage  intake  rate  is  probably  much  greater  in 
the  dense  vegetation  outside  escape  terrain.  The  percentage  of  time  mountain  goats  spend 
feeding  or  searching  for  food  increases  with  distance  from  escape  terrain  (McFetridge, 
1977),  probably  because  feeding  is  the  only  incentive  for  being  away  from  the  escape 
terrain.  The  relative  amount  of  feeding  time  may  decrease  slightly  with  distance  because 
of  an  increase  in  the  time  devoted  to  keeping  alert  to  the  presence  of  predators 
(Risenhoover,  1981). 

Foster  and  Rahs  (1983)  analyzed  mountain  goat  response  to  hydroelectric  exploration 
activities  and  found  that  a buffer  zone  of  a 1.2-mile  (2,000-meter)  radius  was  required  to 
prevent  an  overt  response  to  human  activity.  Cote  (1996)  studied  mountain  goat  response 
to  helicopter  overflights  associated  with  minerals  exploration  in  Alberta.  He  also 
recommended  a 1 . 2-mile  (2,000-meter)  buffer  be  established  between  goats  and 
helicopter  activities  to  minimize  adverse  impacts.  A major  concern  for  mountain  goat 
management  is  increased  human  presence,  resulting  in  mountain  goat  disturbance  and 
increased  legal  and  illegal  harvest  (Phelps,  1983;  Quaedvlieg  et  al.,  1973). 

Habituation 

Some  wildlife  species  can  develop  an  increased  tolerance,  or  become  habituated  to 
aircraft  overflights,  decreasing  apparent  physiological  stress  and  behavioral  response. 
Frequent  and  predictable  overflights  are  more  likely  to  lead  to  habituation  (NPS,  1994). 

In  Glacier  National  Park,  Singer  (1975)  found  that  mountain  goats  demonstrated  some 
habituation  to  noise  and  human  disturbance;  however,  loud  construction  activities  caused 
mountain  goats  to  restrict  their  use  of  previously  used  areas.  During  an  experimental 
habituation  program  of  wild  mountain  goats  to  noise  stimuli  representative  of  petroleum 
exploration  activities  near  Pinto  Creek,  Alberta,  Penner  (1988)  found  that  goats  were 
habituated  to  predictable,  continuous  stimuli,  but  were  disturbed  by  sudden,  unpredictable 
stimuli.  Nannies  were  sensitive  to  all  stimuli  during  the  kidding  and  post-kidding 
seasons.  During  studies  of  wild  mountain  sheep,  Bleich  et  al.  (1994)  found  no  evidence 
of  habituation,  while  Stockwell  et  al.  (1991)  suggested  long-term  habituation  had 
occurred.  During  studies  of  mountain  goats,  Cote  (1996)  found  no  evidence  of 
habituation,  while  Foster  and  Rahs  (1983)  suggested  sensitization  (responses  increased  in 
intensity  from  exposure  to  same  stimulus)  took  place  in  response  to  helicopter  overflights. 
Some  species  such  as  grizzly  bear  (Harding  and  Nagy,  1976)  and  black  brant  geese  (Ward 
and  Stehn,  1989),  despite  frequent  exposure,  may  never  become  habituated.  Habituation 
appears  to  develop  most  readily  when  the  degree  of  disturbance  is  mild  and  regular  (NPS, 
1994).  Habituation  likely  occurs,  to  some  degree,  in  most  situations,  although  animals  are 
unlikely  to  adjust  to  intense,  chronic  disturbance  (Frid,  1997). 

Observations  Near  the  Juneau  Icefield 

The  term  habituation  is  used  to  mean  the  increased  tolerance  of  goats  to  helicopter 
overflights  without  individuals  or  their  populations  exhibiting  negative  responses. 
Habituation  has  not  been  demonstrated  experimentally  for  goats  on  the  icefield,  but 
evidence  from  several  sources  suggests  it  has  occurred. 

Observations  of  mountain  goat  reactions  to  helicopter  overflights  in  1999,  2000,  and  2001 
on  the  Juneau  Icefield  indicate  that  habituation  has  likely  occurred  in  this  population. 

Four  observations  support  this  conclusion. 
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• Goats  did  not  react  as  dramatically  near  the  Juneau  Icefield  as  they  did  in  the 
only  other  published  studies  of  mountain  goat/helicopter  interactions  (Table  4-2). 

• Habitat  directly  under  flight  routes  in  the  Heintzelman  Ridge,  upper  Salmon 
Creek,  Sheep  Creek  Pass,  and  Glory  Lake  areas  continues  to  be  used. 

• Aerial  surveys  of  mountain  goats  within  the  1995  EIS  project  boundary  indicate 
that  the  population  is  stable  or  increasing. 

• Productivity  (%  kids)  did  not  differ  between  the  icefield  areas  adjacent  to 
helicopter  activity  and  those  with  no  helicopter  tour  activity  (Youkey,  2002). 


Table  4-2.  Goat  Response  to  Helicopter  Overflight  Distances 


Goat  reaction  < 1,600  feet  (500  m)  Number 
Location Light  (%)  Moderate  (%)  Great  (%)  Observed 


Caw  Ridge  (Cote,  1996) 

Stikine  (Foster  and  Rahs,  1983) 
Near  Juneau  Icefield  (Forest 
Service,  2002) 

0 

41 

99 

15 

18 

1 

85 

41 

0 

20 

148 

419 

Goat  reaction  1,600  - < 

4,900  feet 

(500  - 1,500  m) 

Number 

Light  (%)  Moderate  (%)  Great  (%) 

Observed 

Caw  Ridge  (Cote,  1996) 

0 

43 

57 

7 

Stikine  (Foster  and  Rahs,  1983) 

79 

13 

8 

40 

Near  Juneau  Icefield  (Forest 

Service,  2002) 

99 

1 

0 

367 

Goat  reaction  > 4,900  feet  (1,500  m) 

Number 

Light  (%)  Moderate  (%)  Great  (%) 

Observed 

Caw  Ridge  (Cote,  1996) 

63 

28 

9 

54 

Stikine  (Foster  and  Rahs,  1983) 

100 

0 

0 

7 

Near  Juneau  Icefield  (Forest 

Service,  2002) 

100 

0 

0 

67 

Light  disturbance  = animals  moved  <33  ft  ( 10  m)  or  were  alert  for  < 2 min. 

Moderate  disturbance  = animals  moved  33-330  ft  (10-100  m),  or  were  alert  2-10  min. 

Great  disturbance  = animals  moved  > 330  ft  (100  m)  or  were  alert  > 10  min. 

The  Cote  and  Foster  and  Rahs  studies  did  not  report  a “no  disturbance”  category  (where  no  overt  behavior 
changes  were  observed)  so  this  was  grouped  with  “light  disturbance”  in  the  table  above.  On  the  Juneau  Icefield, 
90%,  89%,  and  89%  of  the  reactions  were  classified  as  no  disturbance  at  <1,600  feet,  1,600  - 4,900  feet,  and 
>4,900  feet,  respectively. 


Helicopter  activity  has  gradually  increased  along  most  flight  routes  in  the  Juneau  Icefield 
area  since  1984,  giving  the  goat  population  ample  time  and  opportunity  to  habituate  to 
overflights.  Many  factors  influence  population  dynamics.  If  helicopter  tour  activities 
were  causing  impacts,  they  were  not  great  enough  to  offset  other  factors  and  could  not  be 
detected.  Behavioral  habituation,  the  lack  of  habitat  abandonment  under  commonly  used 
helicopter  routes,  and  apparent  population  stability  indicates  that  existing  helicopter 
activity  is  not  causing  significant  harm  to  the  population.  Little  aircraft  traffic  exists  in 
the  new  areas  proposed  for  helicopter  tours  north  of  the  Gilkey  River  and  Gilkey  Glacier, 
and  little  monitoring  has  occurred  in  this  area.  A larger  buffer  between  wildlife, 
especially  mountain  goats,  in  this  “new”  area  will  most  likely  allow  this  population  to 
become  habituated.  Regardless  of  whether  or  not  habituation  has  occurred  to  goats  in  the 
project  area,  the  intent  of  the  standards  and  guidelines  in  the  Forest  Plan,  providing  for 
the  long-term  productivity  of  mountain  goat  habitat  and  viability  of  mountain  goat 
populations,  is  likely  to  be  met  under  all  alternatives,  except  the  Antler  Glacier  Lake 
helicopter  landings  under  Alternative  E. 
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Landing  Effects 
by  Alternative 


Mountain  goat  productivity  (%  kids)  did  not  differ  between  areas  on  the  icefield  with 
helicopter  activity  and  adjacent  areas  with  no  helicopter  tour  activity  (Forest  Service, 
2002).  Mountain  goats  were  counted  and  their  age  classified  using  a fixed-wing  aircraft 
for  ten  areas  from  September  4 through  October  4,  2001 . Helicopter  glacier  tours 
occurred  on  five  of  the  areas,  and  little  or  no  helicopter  traffic  occurred  on  the  other  five 
adjacent  areas.  Five  hundred  goats  were  counted  in  areas  with  helicopter  tours  and  614 
goats  were  counted  in  the  adjacent  areas.  Of  these  goats,  16.8  percent  were  kids  in  areas 
with  helicopter  activity,  and  15.7  percent  were  kids  in  adjacent  areas.  There  is  no 
statistical  difference  between  these  numbers,  indicating  productivity  is  similar  in 
both  areas. 

The  studies  and  observations  noted  above  provide  the  basis  for  the  existing  operational 
guidelines  for  helicopter  landing  tours  that  have  allowed  the  wildlife  to  apparently  adapt 
to  the  helicopter  activities  in  the  region.  These  restrictions  include  the  following: 

• Maintaining  a 1 ,500-foot  horizontal  or  vertical  clearance  from  mountain  goat 
habitat  and  kidding  areas,  mountain  goats,  black  and  brown  bears,  wolves, 
moose,  trumpeter  swans,  and  marine  mammals  including  Steller  sea  lions, 
humpback  whales,  and  harbor  seals  where  feasible 

• Maintaining  a 0.25-mile  (1,320-foot)  avoidance  of  eagle  nests 

• Maintaining  a 3,000-foot  horizontal  and  vertical  clearance  from  the  Steller  sea 
lion  haulout  on  Benjamin  Island 

• Forbidding  hovering,  circling,  harassing,  or  pursuing  wildlife  in  any  way 

Effects  Common  to  all  Alternatives 

By  adopting  the  guidelines  outlined  above,  all  action  alternatives  would  have  negligible 
effects  on  black  bear,  brown  bear,  gray  wolf,  bald  eagle,  Steller  sea  lion,  trumpeter  swan, 
moose,  or  harbor  seal  populations,  with  the  exception  of  the  combination  fixed- 
wing/helicopter  flights  and  landings  at  Antler  Glacier  Lake.  The  Antler  Glacier  Lake 
effects  are  discussed  under  Alternative  E.  The  associated  trekking,  hiking,  skiing, 
dogsled  mushing,  and  mechanized  snow  vehicle  expeditions  would  have  negligible  effects 
on  wildlife  because  these  activities  would  occur  outside  wildlife  resource  buffers. 

For  bald  eagles,  most  overflights  would  maintain  the  0.25-mile  (1,320-foot)  avoidance  of 
active  nests  directed  in  the  Forest  Plan  through  the  Interagency  Agreement  with  USFWS. 
On  low  ceiling  days,  or  when  directed  by  the  ATCT,  this  distance  may  not  be  met  near  the 
Juneau  Airport.  Bald  eagles  using  these  sites  have  been  subjected  to  aircraft  traffic  for 
years  and  are  likely  habituated,  although  some  disturbance  exhibited  by  agitated  behavior 
is  likely  to  occur.  Nonetheless,  all  action  alternatives  are  likely  to  have  negligible  effects 
on  bald  eagles. 

With  respect  to  mountain  goats,  Forest  Plan  standards  and  guidelines  would  be  applied  to 
the  mountain  goat  habitat.  Potential  impacts  are  likely  to  be  low  or  negligible  but  could 
occur.  Goats  may  be  displaced  from  optimal  feeding  or  kidding  habitat.  Displacement  from 
habitat  could  cause  a population  decline  or  prevent  population  recovery  to  optimal  levels. 

For  all  operations,  in  both  existing  and  new  areas,  no  landings  would  be  authorized  within 
the  1,500-foot  mountain  goat  habitat  buffer.  All  new  sites  for  landing  tours  would  have 
the  most  restrictive  seasonal  1 -mile-buffer  mitigating  measure  applied  to  the  mountain 
goat  kidding  habitat. 

At  historically  used  sites  on  Norris,  Mendenhall,  Herbert,  and  Gilkey  glaciers,  where 
landing  outside  of  the  1-mile  or  more  mountain  goat  kidding  habitat  buffer  cannot  be 
feasibly  achieved,  site-specific  mitigating  measures  in  compliance  with  the  Forest  Plan 
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would  be  taken  to  avoid  important  kidding  habitat  and  to  provide  for  the  long-term 
productivity  of  mountain  goat  habitat  and  viability  of  mountain  goat  populations. 

Activities  would  be  located  as  far  away  as  possible  from  the  identified  mountain  goat 
kidding  habitat,  and  no  closer  than  1,500  feet.  If  landings  occur  within  the  1-mile  buffer, 
additional  mitigation  measures  would  be  followed,  including  approaching  landing  sites 
from  the  center  of  the  glacier  (as  far  from  goats  and  kidding  habitat  as  possible)  and 
approaching  landing  sites  below  the  elevation  of  goats,  if  terrain  and  weather  allow.  If 
landings  do  occur  within  the  1-mile  buffer,  monitoring  would  help  determine  if  long-term 
habitat  productivity  and  viability  of  mountain  goat  populations  is  being  maintained,  and  if 
additional  mitigation  measures  are  warranted.  Monitoring  at  these  sites  would  include 
mapping  habitat  use  before  and  during  the  kidding  season,  and  observing  behavior  of  kid 
groups  during  overflights.  These  historically  used  sites  and  the  adjacent  mountain  goat 
populations  are  currently  being  monitored  and  will  continue  to  be  monitored  until 
sufficient  data  are  gathered  to  refine  the  wildlife  buffers,  validate  effects  on  the  mountain 
goats,  or  determine  if  other  mitigation  measures  need  to  be  applied.  The  Forest  Service 
has  no  indications  of  mountain  goat  population  declines,  adverse  effects,  or  problems  in 
these  areas.  On  Mendenhall  and  Herbert  glaciers,  landing  activities  would  be  moved  from 
the  lower  sites  to  the  upper  sites  as  soon  as  snow  and  ice  conditions  allow. 

Alternative  A — No  Action 

Under  this  alternative,  special  use  permits  to  land  helicopters  on  the  Juneau  Icefield 
would  not  be  issued  to  the  helicopter  glacier  tour  companies.  Flightseeing-only  tours 
(helicopter  tours  that  do  not  land  on  NFS  land)  are  outside  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Forest 
Service  and  would  probably  continue,  even  if  no  landings  were  authorized.  No  new 
landing  locations  would  be  added,  no  motorized  vehicle  permits  would  be  issued,  and  no 
expansion  areas  would  be  permitted.  The  Forest  Service  cannot  predict  whether  the 
helicopter  companies  would  fly  the  same  number  of  trips,  more  trips,  or  fewer  trips  that 
would  not  land.  Thus,  wildlife  impacts  associated  with  flights  could  decline,  remain  the 
same,  or  even  increase  under  Alternative  A.  Flight  paths  would  not  be  restricted. 

Alternatives  B and  C — Reduced  Level  of  Landings 

These  alternatives  would  decrease  or  maintain  the  number  of  overflights  and  landings 
from  the  current  amount  and  authorize  fewer  than  the  Proposed  Action  (Table  2-1).  The 
difference  between  these  alternatives  in  effects  on  mountain  goats  will  be  negligible,  so 
they  will  be  considered  together.  The  relatively  minor  differences  in  number  of  landings, 
time  of  day,  or  days  per  week  would  have  little  influence  on  mountain  goats.  Though  the 
reduced  number  of  flights  compared  to  the  Proposed  Action  would  probably  reduce  stress 
on  goats,  the  benefit  would  be  difficult  to  quantify  and  would  probably  be  negligible. 

Alternative  D — Limit  Icefield  Landings  to  1999  Authorized  Use  Level 

This  alternative  would  maintain  the  current  authorized  number  of  overflights  and  landings 
(see  Table  2-1),  and  include  flights  and  a landing  site  in  new  areas  (Figure  2-4).  A 1-mile 
buffer  would  be  placed  on  mountain  goat  habitat  in  the  new  areas  north  of  the  Gilkey 
River  and  Gilkey  Glacier.  The  relatively  minor  differences  in  number  of  landings,  time  of 
day,  or  days  per  week  would  have  little  influence  on  mountain  goats  compared  to  current 
activities  or  the  Proposed  Action.  By  applying  the  Forest  Plan  standards  and  guidelines 
and  other  restrictions  discussed  earlier,  this  alternative  would  have  negligible  effects  on 
mountain  goats.  Important  mountain  goat  kidding  habitat  is  currently  being  identified  in 
the  new  areas  proposed  in  this  alternative.  Where  all  mountain  goat  habitat  is  buffered  by 
1 mile  from  flight  routes  and  landing  sites  in  the  new  areas  north  of  the  1995  EIS  area, 
north  of  the  Gilkey  River  and  Gilkey  Glacier,  impacts  are  likely  to  be  negligible  because 
this  is  the  most  restrictive  mountain  goat  habitat  buffer  considered  for  new  areas  in  this 
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EIS.  The  1-mile  mountain  goat  habitat  buffer  would  be  applied  to  all  new  areas  of 
operations,  regardless  of  whether  it  is  identified  kidding  habitat  or  not.  Studies  by  Foster 
and  Rahs  (1983),  Stockwell  et  al.  (1991),  and  Cote  (1996)  suggest  disturbance  can  be 
caused  by  activity  up  to  2,000  meters  (1.2  miles)  away.  However,  based  on  the 
experience  of  impacts  to  goats  in  currently  used  areas,  these  mild  disturbances  are  likely 
to  diminish  with  time  as  the  goats  become  habituated  to  helicopter  overflights  and 
landings.  This  alternative  would  have  negligible  effects  on  mountain  goats. 

Alternative  E — Proposed  Action 

This  alternative  would  maintain  the  currently  authorized  number  of  overflights  and 
landings  (see  Table  2-1)  and  include  flights  and  landing  sites  in  new  areas  (Figure  2-5). 
Forest  Plan  standards  and  guidelines  and  other  restrictions  would  be  applied  to  all  new 
areas  considered  in  this  alternative.  In  addition,  a mountain  goat  habitat  buffer  of  0.5 
mile,  more  conservative  than  that  required  in  the  Forest  Plan,  would  be  applied  to  all  new 
areas  whether  identified  as  mountain  goat  kidding  habitat  or  not  (except  for  Antler 
Glacier  Lake,  as  discussed  in  Chapter  2).  Where  mountain  goat  habitat  is  buffered  by 
0.5  mile  from  flight  routes  and  landing  sites  in  the  new  areas  north  of  the  Gilkey  River 
and  Glacier,  impacts  are  likely  to  be  low.  Studies  by  Foster  and  Rahs  (1983),  Stockwell 
et  al.  (1991),  and  Cote  (1996)  suggest  disturbance  can  be  caused  by  activity  up  to  2,000 
meters  (1.2  miles)  away;  however,  based  on  the  experience  of  impacts  to  goats  in 
currently  used  areas,  these  mild  disturbances  are  likely  to  diminish  with  time  as  the  goats 
become  habituated  to  helicopter  overflights  and  landings.  This  alternative  would  have 
negligible  effects  on  mountain  goats. 

The  combination  fixed-wing/helicopter  landing  at  Antler  Glacier  Lake,  as  discussed  in 
Chapter  2,  would  be  likely  to  cause  low  to  moderate  impacts  to  wildlife.  Landings  in  this 
location  would  compromise  the  1,500-foot  buffer  on  mountain  goat  habitat.  Black  and 
brown  bear,  gray  wolf,  moose,  and  mountain  goats  would  be  likely  to  be  displaced  from 
habitat.  Chronic  displacement  from  habitat  could  cause  a population  decline.  In  addition, 
the  lack  of  vertical  landing  and  takeoff  capability  of  the  fixed-wing  aircraft  would 
compromise  the  1,500-foot  wildlife  buffer  downstream  of  Antler  Glacier  Lake  along 
Antler  River.  In  addition  to  the  impacts  to  species  mentioned  for  the  landing  site,  nesting 
trumpeter  swans  (see  Figure  2-10)  would  be  likely  to  be  affected  by  these  aircraft 
overflights.  Like  goats,  swans  are  sensitive  to  disturbance  (Rosenberg  and  Rothe,  1994; 
NPS,  1994)  and  may  abandon  nests  or  territories. 

Alternative  F — Increase  Authorized  Icefield  Landings  5%  Annually,  with 
New  Locations 

This  alternative  would  increase  the  number  of  authorized  landings  5 percent  each  year, 
through  2007  (see  Table  2-1).  Helicopters  could  land  7 days  a week  and  a 0.5-mile  buffer 
would  be  placed  on  all  mountain  goat  habitat  in  new7  areas  north  of  the  Gilkey  River  and 
Glacier  (see  Figures  2-6  and  2-10).  Though  the  increased  number  of  flights  compared  to 
the  Proposed  Action  has  greater  potential  to  increase  stress  on  goats,  any  negative  effects 
on  populations  are  expected  to  be  negligible. 

Alternative  G — Increase  Authorized  Icefield  Landings  10%  Annually,  with 
New  Locations 

This  alternative  wrould  increase  the  number  of  authorized  landings  10  percent  per  year, 
through  2007  (see  Table  2-1).  Helicopters  could  land  7 days  a week  and  a 1,500-foot 
buffer  would  be  placed  on  mountain  goat  habitat  in  new  areas  in  the  1995  EIS  study  area 
and  areas  north  of  the  1995  EIS  area,  north  of  Gilkey  River  and  Gilkey  Glacier  (see 
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Figures  2-7  and  2-10).  Though  the  increased  number  of  flights  compared  to  the  Proposed 
Action  has  greater  potential  to  increase  stress  on  goats,  any  negative  effects  on 
populations  are  expected  to  be  negligible. 

Alternative  H — Preferred  Alternative 

This  alternative  would  maintain  the  current  authorized  number  of  overflights  and  landings 
(19,039)  in  2003  and  2004  and  would  increase  the  number  of  authorized  landings  5 
percent  per  year  from  2005  through  2007  (see  Table  2-1).  Helicopters  could  land  7 days 
a week  and  a 1,500-foot  buffer  would  be  placed  on  mountain  goat  habitat  in  the  new  area 
at  Death  Valley  (see  Figures  2-8  and  2-10).  Though  the  increased  number  of  flights 
compared  to  the  Proposed  Action  has  greater  potential  to  increase  stress  on  goats,  any 
negative  effects  on  populations  are  expected  to  be  negligible. 


Environmental  Consequences  in  New  Areas 

Impacts  on  new  areas  have  been  determined  based  on  whether  or  not  each  alternative  permits 
landings  in  the  new  area.  The  alternatives  can  be  grouped  into  the  following  four  categories: 

Alternatives  A,  B,  and  C would  have  no  effect  on  new  areas  because  no  landings  would 
be  allowed  in  the  new  areas.  Alternative  A,  No  Action,  would  not  permit  any  landings  on 
NFS  land.  Alternatives  B and  C would  permit  landings  only  in  the  areas  currently  served 
by  helicopter  landing  tours. 

Alternatives  D,  E (the  Proposed  Action),  F,  and  G would  allow  landings  in  the  area  north 
of  Gilkey  Glacier  to  the  Haines/Juneau  Borough  line.  As  noted  in  the  previous  sections, 
these  alternatives  would  expose  residents  along  the  central  and  northern  flight  routes  to 
more  tour-related  helicopter  noise,  would  expose  recreationists  in  these  areas  to  the  noise 
and  visual  impact  of  helicopter  landing  tours,  and  would  expose  wildlife  in  the  area  to 
more  noise  and  more  people.  Effects  on  the  icefield  itself  would  be  minimal. 

Alternative  E is  the  only  alternative  proposing  to  allow  the  combination  tour  at  Antler 
Glacier  and  Antler  Glacier  Lake.  This  alternative  has  the  greatest  potential  for  adverse 
effects  on  recreationists  and  wildlife  in  the  Antler  Glacier  Lake  area.  This  alternative 
would  expose  recreationists  and  wildlife  to  more  tour-related  helicopter  noise  in  the 
Antler  Glacier  Lake  area  and  along  the  flight  routes  to  the  new  areas  north  to  the  Haines/ 
Juneau  Borough  line. 

In  addition  to  the  effects  noted  above,  Alternatives  F and  G would  also  permit  landings  at 
Eagle  Glacier  and  Death  Valley.  As  noted  in  the  previous  sections,  these  two  alternatives 
would  expose  residents,  recreationists,  and  wildlife  to  more  tour-related  helicopter  noise 
along  the  northern  routes  to  Eagle  Glacier  and  the  eastern  routes  to  Death  Valley.  The 
current  feelings  of  remoteness  associated  with  those  areas  would  be  reduced.  Effects  on 
the  icefield  itself  would  be  minimal. 

Death  Valley  is  the  only  new  are  where  landings  would  be  permitted.  As  noted  in  the 
previous  sections,  this  alternative  would  expose  residents,  recreationists,  and  wildlife  to 
more  tour-related  helicopter  noise  along  the  eastern  routes  to  Death  Valley.  The  current 
feelings  of  remoteness  associated  with  this  area  would  be  reduced.  Effects  on  the  icefield 
itself  would  be  minimal. 
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Environmental  Consequences  for  Roadless  Areas 

National  Forest  Management  Act  (NFMA)  implementing  regulations  require  that  all 
undeveloped  areas  that  are  of  sufficient  size  to  make  practicable  their  conservation  and 
use  in  an  unimpaired  condition  must  be  evaluated  for  Recommended  Wilderness 
designation  during  a Forest  Plan  revision  (36  CFR  219.27).  The  SEIS  to  the  1997 
Tongass  Land  Management  Plan  Revision  EIS  is  currently  being  prepared  to  complete 
this  evaluation. 

The  project  area  for  this  EIS  encompasses,  but  is  not  completely  inclusive  of,  inventoried 
Roadless  Areas  301,  302,  305,  310,  and  313  (refer  to  Figure  3-1  and  Chapter  3 for 
Roadless  Area  descriptions).  FSM  1920  and  FSH  1909.12  provide  policy  and  guidelines 
for  management  of  these  areas  and  state  that  a roadless  area  being  evaluated,  and 
ultimately  recommended  for  Wilderness  or  wilderness  study,  is  not  available  for  any  use 
or  activity  that  may  reduce  the  area’s  wilderness  potential.  Activities  currently  permitted 
may  continue,  pending  designation,  if  the  activities  do  not  compromise  wilderness  values 
of  the  roadless  area. 

With  respect  to  all  alternatives  considered  in  this  EIS,  including  the  No-Action 
Alternative,  none  change  or  compromise  the  character  of  the  inventoried  Roadless  Areas 
in  the  project  area.  The  decision  regarding  helicopter  landing  tours  will  not  change  the 
roadless  character  of  the  project  area  nor  will  it  compromise  wilderness  values  of  the 
roadless  areas.  The  proposed  activities  do  not  involve  any  irretrievable  commitment  of 
resources  and  do  not  alter  the  landscape.  There  is  no  road  construction  or  alteration  of 
vegetation;  all  activities  include  only  helicopter  access  on  the  ice  and  snow  surface.  All 
facilities  are  temporary  in  nature  and  are  completely  removed  at  the  end  of  the  season. 
Site  reclamation  involves  simple  removal  of  facilities  and  the  natural  appearance  of  the 
icefield  can  be  attained  in  a few  days. 


Environmental  Consequences  with  Respect  to  Safety 

None  of  the  alternatives  is  expected  to  compromise  the  safety  of  aircraft  or  passengers 
because  of  the  importance  placed  on  safe  operating  procedures.  Nonetheless,  as  more 
people  participate  in  helicopter  landing  tours  or  any  other  aircraft  flight,  more  people  are 
exposed  to  the  risks  associated  with  flying.  In  that  context,  compared  to  the  Proposed 
Action,  Alternatives  F,  G,  and  H would  expose  more  people  to  the  risks  associated  with 
flying,  while  Alternatives  B and  C would  expose  fewer  people  to  those  risks. 


Environmental  Consequences  for  Air  Quality 

The  Eurocopter  A-star  helicopters  used  for  Juneau  Icefield  tours  employ  a turboshaft 
engine  rated  at  about  800  shaft  horsepower  (shp),  and  bum  approximately  0.6  pound  of 
fuel  per  shp  per  hour.  This  means  the  helicopters  use  about  50  gallons  of  jet  fuel  per  hour 
and  can  fly  at  approximately  125  knots  for  3 hours  with  standard  tanks.  Similar 
helicopter  operations  and  fuel  usage  have  been  quantified  for  other  machines  for  more 
extensive  operations  in  the  Coast  Guard  service,  and  show  no  significant  environmental 
impact  on  air  quality  (U.S.  Coast  Guard,  2001). 

No  significant  impacts  to  air  quality  are  expected  to  result  from  helicopter  emissions 
under  any  of  the  alternatives  for  several  reasons:  the  emissions  are  of  short  duration,  are 
localized  and  then  spread  over  a large  area,  and  are  emitted  at  flight  elevation.  Greater 
impacts  to  local  air  quality  are  associated  with  cars  and  wood  stoves.  The  minimal  impact 
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of  helicopter  emissions  is  demonstrated  by  improvements  in  local  air  quality  (Table  3-8) 
during  a period  of  increasing  icefield  landings  (Table  1-1). 


Cumulative  Effects 


Cumulative  impacts  with  respect  to  helicopter  landing  tours  take  into  consideration  other 
flightseeing  that  does  not  include  landings,  other  air  traffic  to  the  icefield,  other  current 
traffic,  and  proposals  that  might  add  to  future  aircraft  activity  in  the  Juneau  area.  All  of 
these  activities  may  contribute  to  cumulative  impacts  on  residents,  recreationists,  and 
wildlife  and  in  new  areas  potentially  affected  by  helicopter  landing  tours. 


Support  Flights  for 
Commercial 
Helicopter  Landing 
Tours  and  Activities 


Commercial  helicopter  landing  tours  involve  additional  flights  to  implement  and  support 
activities  that  clients  participate  in  while  on  the  icefield.  These  include,  but  are  not 
limited  to:  inspecting  specific  landing  sites  at  the  beginning  of  the  season  for  suitability 
considering  weather  conditions,  snow  and  ice  conditions,  and  crevasse  development; 
mobilizing  the  temporary  camps,  gear,  and  personnel  to  landing  sites  where  outfitter  and 
guide  employees  are  stationed  for  the  day  or  entire  season  of  operations  to  administer  the 
on-the-ground  activities;  flights  to  bring  in  food,  fuel,  and  employees  returning  from  time 
off;  and  demobilization  of  the  temporary  camps  and  crews.  For  instance,  an  average  of 
50  additional  flights  per  season  occur  to  support  the  dogsled  mushing  camps.  Other 
activities  that  involve  less  gear  and  administration,  such  as  glacier  trekking,  need  fewer 
support  flights.  Overall,  considering  the  dogsled  mushing,  glacier  walking,  hiking,  and 
trekking  tours,  an  estimated  additional  200  support  flights  and  landings  are  used  to 
support  the  current  icefield  helicopter  commercial  tour  activities.  Currently,  Era  slings 
most  their  supplies  out  of  an  area  behind  Costco  in  the  Lemon  Creek  area.  TEMSCO, 
Coastal,  and  NorthStar  stage  primarily  out  of  their  helibases  at  the  airport. 


Flightseeing 
with  No 
Landings  on 
the  Icefield 


The  demand  for  flightseeing  that  does  not  include  landings  is  related  to  the  overall 
number  of  visitors  to  Juneau.  Cruise  ship  passengers  reaching  Juneau  increased  from 
237,070  in  1990  to  372,923  in  1994  and  690,000  in  2001,  an  average  growth  rate  of  10 
percent  annually  (JCVB,  1999,  2001a,  2001b,  2001c).  It  is  likely  that  the  growth  in 
cruise  passengers  will  continue  and  will  cause  a similar  increase  in  the  demand  for  both 
tours  that  include  landings  and  those  that  do  not.  Some  estimates  have  placed  the 
expected  growth  of  helicopter  and  fixed-wing  flightseeing  tours  that  do  not  land  at  250 
percent  above  1995  levels  (Forest  Service,  1995).  As  stated  previously,  under  the 
Environmental  Consequences  for  Residents  section,  the  current  number  of  45  to  50  non- 
landing helicopter  flights  conducted  by  the  tour  companies  in  2001  would  likely  continue. 


The  Taku  River,  in  particular,  receives  a large  amount  of  this  airplane  traffic,  including 
travel  to  and  from  Juneau/ Atlin;  transportation  of  cruise  ship  passengers  to  Taku  Lodge;  and 
flightseeing  over  the  Juneau  Icefield,  primarily  in  the  area  of  Taku  and  Norris  glaciers. 


Wings  of  Alaska,  Inc. 

On  a typical  day  during  the  summer  tourism  season,  Wings  of  Alaska,  Inc.,  averages  45  to 
50  takeoffs  per  day  (most  destined  for  Taku  Lodge),  with  70  to  75  on  the  busiest  days, 
from  the  downtown  waterfront.  Each  trip  averages  50  minutes  in  length,  including  10 
minutes  near  residential  areas  (5  minutes  out  and  5 minutes  back). 


Alaska  Coastal  Airlines,  LLC. 

Alaska  Coastal  Airlines,  under  permit  to  the  Forest  Service  in  1999  and  2000,  was 
authorized  to  conduct  outfitter-guided  flightseeing  tours  to  Norris  Glacier  Lake,  Antler 
Glacier  Lake,  West  Fork  Lace  Lake,  as  well  as  other  destinations  that  depart  from  the 
Juneau  Airport  and  are  not  on  the  JRD.  On  Norris  Glacier  Lake,  50  fixed-wing  landings 
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Other  Air 
Traffic  to  the 
Icefield 


Other  Air  Traffic 
and  Other 
Proposals 


were  reported  in  1999  and  15  were  reported  in  2000.  No  use  has  been  reported  at  Antler 
Glacier  Lake  or  West  Fork  Lace  Lake  for  the  past  2 years. 

Bear  Creek  Outfitters,  Inc. 

Bear  Creek  Outfitters,  under  permit  to  the  Forest  Service,  conducts  outfitter-guided  fixed- 
wing  fishing  tours  that  depart  from  the  Juneau  Airport  and  the  airport  float  pond.  Bear 
Creek  Outfitters  has  destinations  on  the  JRD  and  Admiralty  National  Monument,  which 
are  outside  of  the  project  boundary;  however,  the  flights  originate  from  within  the  project 
area.  Bear  Creek  Outfitters  provides  outfitter-guided  fishing  opportunities  for 
approximately  1,000  clients  annually. 

Alaska  Fly  ‘N  Fish  Charters,  Inc. 

Alaska  Fly  ‘N  Fish  Charters,  under  permit  to  the  Forest  Service,  conducts  outfitter-guided 
flightseeing  tours  that  depart  from  the  Juneau  Airport  float  pond  and  have  destinations  on 
the  JRD  and  Admiralty  National  Monument,  which  are  outside  the  project  boundary.  A 
total  of  350  service  days  (roughly  100  departures)  was  authorized  in  2000,  although  only 
one  trip  or  no  trip  has  occurred  each  year  at  each  site  on  the  JRD. 

Additional  companies  that  provide  flightseeing  as  a relatively  small  part  of  their  overall 
operations  include  Alaska  Seaplanes,  Haines  Air,  and  LAB  Flying  Service. 

Other  overflights  in  the  same  area  also  contribute  to  cumulative  noise  impacts.  The  JIRP, 
for  example,  conducts  research  on  the  Juneau  Icefield.  They  have  ten  camps  and  three 
caches  and  have  approximately  75  helicopter  landings  per  year,  primarily  during  the 
summer  months,  to  support  the  research  operations.  These  aircraft  travel  similar  routes  to 
those  used  by  the  four  companies  that  conduct  landing  tours  to  the  Juneau  Icefield.  The 
cumulative  effect  of  these  landings  is  that  it  adds  more  noise  exposure  to  recreationists, 
Juneau  residents,  and  wildlife  in  addition  to  the  effects  described  in  this  EIS. 

The  icefield  and  surrounding  areas  also  receive  a significant  and  growing  amount  of 
point-to-point  traffic  that  is  not  covered  by  this  EIS  or  by  the  helicopter  companies’ 
special  use  permits.  FSM  2721.53  states  that  “strictly  point-to-point  air,  auto/bus,  or  boat 
transportation  sendees  at  competitive  fee  rates  to  NFS  land,  improvements  or  resources, 
that  is,  trips  that  are  not  a tour  or  package  trip. . .,  do  not  require  a permit.”  These 
activities  currently  include  unguided  activities,  such  as  heli-skiing,  heli-hiking,  photo 
shoots,  wildlife  viewing,  heli-fishing,  and  similar  activities.  These  activities  are  becoming 
increasingly  popular,  and  the  air  traffic  and  human  activity  they  generate  adds  to  the 
cumulative  impacts  of  all  local  air  traffic  and  activity  on  the  icefield.  The  amount  of  such 
traffic  and  activity  has  not  been  estimated,  however. 

Skagway  Air  and  Ward  Air  report  that  they  do  not  provide  flightseeing  sendees,  but  they 
do  provide  regular  and  charter  transportation  to  destinations  in  the  Juneau  vicinity  and 
neighboring  communities.  Also,  an  undetermined  amount  of  privately  owned  plane  traffic 
on  recreational  flights  or  training  flights  occurs  in  the  airport  and  icefield  vicinity.  This 
air  traffic  within  the  Gastineau  Channel,  Lynn  Canal,  and  Taku  River  corridor  contributes 
noise  additional  to  the  helicopter  travel  discussed  in  this  EIS. 

Alaska  Airlines,  LAB  Flying  Service,  and  Skagway  Air  offer  daily  service  to  and  from  the 
Juneau  Airport.  Collectively,  these  commercial  airlines  have  approximately  40  departures 
and  40  arrivals  daily.  These  80  overflights  also  contribute  to  the  noise  level  in  the 
Juneau  area. 

The  Army  National  Guard,  under  permit  to  the  Forest  Service,  conducts  exercises  using 
one  to  two  UH-60  Blackhawk  helicopters  for  5 to  7 days  each  month,  primarily 
September  through  March,  on  the  eastern  side  of  the  Chilkat  Range.  This  helicopter  use 
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is  not  in  the  vicinity  of  the  Juneau  Icefield  and  travel  routes  to  the  Chilkat  Mountains 
from  Juneau  are  not  in  the  area  of  the  travel  routes  identified  in  this  EIS.  The  cumulative 
impacts  of  this  activity  are  focused  in  the  immediate  airport  vicinity  where  the  Army 
National  Guard  helicopters  are  based. 

Several  proposals  that  could  increase  local  air  traffic  have  been  submitted  to  the  Forest 
Service  and  are  under  consideration.  Separate  NEPA  documents  will  be  completed  for 
these  proposals  to  analyze  their  effects.  The  demand  for  more  participative,  resource- 
interactive  activities  is  increasing,  as  indicated  by  the  recent  proposals  described  below. 
Current  Juneau  Icefield  helicopter  activity  will  be  evaluated  in  cumulative  effects  analysis 
for  those  proposals,  which  include  the  following: 

• The  Forest  Service  has  received  a request  for  heli-hiking  tours  in  the  alpine  area 
of  the  Juneau  forelands  between  Mendenhall  Valley  and  Berners  Bay  (1,600 
landings  per  year).  A separate  NEPA  document  would  be  needed  to  analyze  the 
effects  of  authorizing  this  request.  At  that  time  the  environmental  effects  from 
helicopter  glacier  landing  tours  will  be  considered. 

• Dorothy  Lake  Hydro  Inc.,  in  Taku  Inlet,  has  proposed  adding  a heliport  to  the 
proposed  Dorothy  Lake  Hydropower  site  for  access.  The  proposal  is  pending 
NEPA  analysis. 

• The  Forest  Service  has  received  a proposal  from  a mining  claim  owner  adjacent 
to  Herbert  Glacier  for  outfitter-guided  gold  panning  accessed  by  helicopter. 

This  proposal  is  pending  further  research  and  analysis. 

• Three  proposals  for  helicopter/ski-plane  access  for  outfitter-guided  ice  and  rock 
technical  climbing,  and  alpine  trekking  on  the  Juneau  Icefield,  have  been 
received  in  the  past  few  years.  These  proposals  are  pending  further  analysis. 

• One  project  that  has  already  been  analyzed  in  a NEPA  document,  but  is  currently 
on  hold,  is  the  proposed  Kensington  Gold  Project.  Kensington  Venture  (now 
Coeur  Alaska  Inc.)  originally  proposed  to  ferry  crews  to  the  project  site  from  the 
Juneau  Airport  by  helicopter  (Forest  Service,  1992a).  The  Kensington  Gold 
Project  FEIS  analyzed  these  additional  flights  to  and  from  the  Juneau  Airport 
and  determined  that  noise  caused  by  these  additional  aircraft  flights  would  not 
have  a significant  effect  on  wildlife,  recreationists,  or  residents  because  any 
incremental  increase  would  be  small  compared  to  the  existing  traffic  volumes. 

In  May  2000,  Coeur  Alaska  Inc.,  submitted  a proposal  to  amend  its  plan  of 
operations.  Part  of  that  proposal  indicated  that  fast  ferry  travel  across  Berners 
Bay  to  the  mine  site  would  be  used  instead  of  helicopters.  The  project  as 
currently  proposed  would  not  contribute  to  cumulative  helicopter  impacts. 

Cumulative  effects  on  residents  and  recreational  users  may  also  result  from  other  guided 
activities  in  the  Juneau  area.  Such  activities  include  floatplane  tours,  guided  raft  trips, 
other  forms  of  guided  trips  for  cruise  ship  passengers,  and  various  mechanized  activities. 


Irreversible  and  Irretrievable  Commitment  of  Resources 

An  irreversible  commitment  of  resources  is  defined  as  the  loss  of  future  options.  It 
applies  primarily  to  non-renewable  resources,  such  as  minerals  or  cultural  resources,  and 
to  those  factors  that  are  renewable  only  over  long  time  spans,  such  as  soil  productivity. 

Irretrievable  commitments  represent  the  loss  of  production,  harvest,  or  use  of  renewable 
resources.  These  opportunities  are  foregone  for  the  period  of  the  proposed  action,  during 
which  other  resource  utilization  cannot  be  realized.  These  decisions  are  reversible,  but 
the  utilization  opportunities  foregone  are  irretrievable. 
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Authorization  of  special  use  permits  for  helicopter  icefield  landings  would  not  cause  a 
foreseeable  or  predicted  irreversible  or  irretrievable  commitment  of  resources.  As  noted 
above  in  Environmental  Consequences  for  Residents,  it  is  possible  that  noise  from 
helicopters  may  result  in  some  reductions  in  property  values  and  may  contribute  to 
revenue  losses  for  local  businesses.  Reductions  in  property  value  or  business  revenue 
could  be  considered  irretrievable  commitments  of  economic  resources. 

The  fuel  used  by  helicopters  to  fly  to  and  from  landing  sites  would  constitute  an 
irreversible  commitment  of  non-renewable  resources.  As  noted  under  Environmental 
Consequences  for  Air  Quality,  helicopters  use  approximately  50  gallons  of  fuel  per  hour. 
Assuming  each  helicopter  spends  30  minutes  in  the  air  per  landing,  the  following 
approximate  amounts  of  fuel  would  likely  be  consumed  annually  under  each  alternative. 

• Alternative  A - zero  gallons  associated  with  landing  tours;  an  undetermined 
amount  of  fuel  associated  with  non-landing  tours 

• Alternative  B - 300,000  gallons 

• Alternative  C - 420,000  gallons 

• Alternative  D - 480,000  gallons 

• Alternative  E - 480,000  gallons 

• Alternative  F - 6 1 0,000  gallons 

• Alternative  G - 770,000  gallons 

• Alternative  H - 560,000  gallons 
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Ketchikan-Misty  Ranger  District,  Tongass  National  Forest 

Kettleson  Memorial  Library 

KFSK  News 
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Anderson,  Dale 
Andruss,  Peter 
Arnold,  Frank 
Artz,  Neal 
Baertle,  Hans 
Baker,  Bruce 
Barten,  Neil 
Bartness,  Ole  & Sandy 
Beedle,  Joseph 
Behnke,  Steve 


Island  Waterways 
Admiralty  Tours 

Cirrus  Ecological  Solutions,  LC 
Southeast  Alaska  Guiding 

Alaska  Department  of  Fish  and  Game,  Wildlife  Conservation 

Goldbelt  Corporation 
AWRTA 
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Beier,  LaVem 
Bennett,  Joel 
Bentley,  Jim 
Bergstrom,  Frank 
Berland,  Nancy 
Bethers,  Mike  and  Astrid 
Blazer,  Rex 

Bowler,  Bruce  and  Judy 
Brady,  Jeff 
Brenner,  Terry 
Bruehler,  Gregory 
Bumgartner,  James 
Bums,  Chris 
Cabies,  James 
Campbell,  McKie 
Capp,  Sam 
Carls,  Becky 
Cames,  Wayne 
Carren,  Pete 
Chandler,  Charles 
Choquette,  Marc 
Clough,  Albert 
Clutton,  William 
Cokeley,  Debera 
Cole,  Forrest 
Cook,  Greg 
Cordero,  Raul 
Cmpi,  Anthony 
Cuadra,  Elizabeth 
Culver,  Richard 
Decker,  Eric 
Dense,  Chas 
Devaris,  Pete 
Dewey,  Bob 
Dippold,  Ronald 
Dobson,  Michael 
Dumas,  Kent 
Dunlap,  Michael 
Edwards,  Larry 
Egan,  Dennis 
Else,  Page 
Elton,  Kim 
Engelbrecht,  Bob 
Enriquez,  Richard 
Eticknap,  Peter 
Famell,  Richard 
Farrington,  Craig 


Big  Game  Guide 
Lynn  Canal  Conservation 

State  of  Alaska,  Division  of  Government  Coordination 
City  of  Skagway 
ICRC 
KINY  AM 

Michael  Baker  Jr.,  Inc. 

KJNO  / KTKU 
Inside  Passage  Charters  Inc 
ERA  Helicopters 
Tongass  National  Forest 
Crew  International  Tours 

Flywater  Adventures 

Alaska  Coastal  Airlines  Inc 
Territorial  Sportsmen 

Nine  Lives  Charters 

Douglas  Indian  Association 

KINY 

Sitka  Conservation  Society 

Northstar  Treking 

US  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 

Alaska  Department  of  Fish  and  Game,  Commercial  Fisheries 
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Felkl,  Fred 


Ferguson,  Ellen 
Ferlauto,  Carl 
Fjelstad,  Eric 
Fox,  Mike 
Frick,  Mr. 

Gale,  Michelle 

Ferlauto  & Associates,  Inc. 

Perkins  Coie  LLP 

Division  of  Fish  and  Wildlife  Protection 

Gay,  Becky 
Gehring,  Ken 
Gerardo,  Dennis 
Gerhard,  Loren 
Giersdorf,  Robert 
Gifford,  Bruce 
Gissberg,  John 

Resource  Development  Council  of  Alaska 

Seawind  Cruises 

Kootznoowoo  Inc 

Southeast  Conference 

Glacier  Bay  Tours/LO 

Tourism  Working  Group 

Gissel,  Bill 
Gray,  Skip 
Griggs,  Bruce 
Hale,  Stephen 
Halsted,  Don 

Adventure  Sports  Inc 
Friends  of  Berners  Bay 

Hanson,  Bill 
Harms,  Dennis 

Alaska  Department  of  Fish  and  Game,  Division  of  Habitat  and 
Restoration 

Harris,  Rick 
Hart,  Betty  Lou 
Hart,  Karla 
Healy,  Roger 

Sealaska  Corporation 

Healy,  Tom 
Hegg,  Karl  and  Vivian 
Hiltner,  Fred 
Hinman,  Bob 
Hoagland,  R. 

City  of  Haines 

Hocson,  Peter 
Holle,  Eric 
Holley,  Michael  E. 
Holt,  Rob 
Hood,  Dixie 

Huna  Totem  Corporation 
Lynn  Canal  Conservation 

US  Army  Engineer  District,  Reg  Branch,  E Seel,  9-970441 
Alaska  Professional  Hunters  Assoc. 

Hooton,  Larry 
Horton,  Dave 

Seahook  Charters 

Howell,  Leslie 
Hudson,  Pete 

TEMSCO  Helicopters 

Huitger,  Marilyn 
Irvine,  Mary 

Haines  Chamber  of  Commerce 

Jacobson,  Mike 
Janes,  Bob 
Jensen,  Frank 
Johnson,  Paul 

US  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 

Gastineau  Guides  Inc 

Tour  Operators’  Program  of  Safety 

Justis,  Glen 

Regulatory  Branch,  CEPOA-CO-E 
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Kent,  Chris 

Kiefer,  Kim 

King,  Marylou 

Kling,  Robert 

Kondzela,  Chris 

Krieger,  Karryl 

LaChapelle,  David 

Lapp,  Jerry 

Larson,  Charley 

Laughlin,  Butch 

Learner,  Donna 

Lee,  Stephen 

Lee,  Tommie 

Leghorn,  Ken 

Lephart,  Stan 

Lethcoe,  Nancy 

Levine,  Joyce 

Lobaugh,  Cliff 

Lunde,  Larry 

Maas,  Ron 

Mackinnon,  Neil 

Manion,  Debbie 

Mann,  Cory 

Marshall,  Lorraine 

Maynard,  Robert  A. 

McGregory,  Loraine  H. 

McEdward,  Jim 

McKenzie,  Connie 

Metcalfe-Helmar,  Kimberly 

Miller,  Dave 

Miller,  Lance 

Murkowski,  Frank 

Murray,  Michael 

Myren,  Richard 

Nault,  Kevin 

Nelson,  Paul 

Nickerson,  Basil 

Nordliner,  Marieke 

O'Brien,  John 

Otis,  Don 

Owen,  Dorothy 

Owen,  Patrick 

Palmer,  Lorene 

Paul,  Tom 

Paul,  Tom 


Bear  Creek  Outfitters 


City  and  Borough  of  Juneau,  Parks  and  Recreation 
Taku  Conservation  Society 
Nunatak  Kennels  Inc 

Tongass  National  Forest,  Petersburg  Supervisors  Office 
Wind  Over  Mountain 
Borough  of  Haines 

Alaska  Fly  N'Fish  Charters 


Glacier  Bay  National  Park 
Alaska  Discovery  Inc 

Citizens  Advisory  Commission  on  Federal  Areas 
Alaska  Wilderness  - Recreation  and  Tourism  Association 


Tongass  National  Forest,  Federal  Building 


Stories  and  Legends 

State  of  Alaska,  Department  of  Government  Coordination 
Perkins  Coie  LLP 

Holland  America/Grayline  of  Alaska 
City  and  Borough  of  Juneau 
US  Senate 


Citizens  for  Progress 
Yukon  Jack's  Glacier  Tours 
Alaska  Forest  Association 

City  of  Haines 

Douglas  Indian  Association 

Southeast  Alaska  Tourism  Council 

Alaska  Department  of  Fish  and  Game,  Wildlife  Conserv  ation 
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Peterson,  Kathy 
Pranger,  Matt 
Purves,  Rick 
Ramsey,  Roger 
Rawson,  Mike 

Tongass  National  Forest 
Skagway  News 

Regelin,  Wayne 
Reges,  Robert 

Alaska  Department  of  Fish  and  Game 

Rogers,  David  E. 
Rogers,  Dennis 
Romanoff,  Andy 
Rorick,  Mark 
Rosen,  Yereth 
Rosier,  Carl 
Ruley,  Doug 
Salter,  Cody 
Schirmer,  Carol 

Alaska  Wilderness  Institute 
Tongass  National  Forest 
Wilderness  Swift  Charters 
Sierra  Club,  Juneau  Group 
Reuters  News  Service 
Territorial  Sportsman 
Earthjustice  Legal  Defense  Fund 

Schoen,  John 
Schrader,  Susan 
Schuler,  Judy 
Schwan,  Mark 
Shaub,  Russell 
Sheldon,  Burl 

National  Audubon  Society 
Audubon  Society 
Alaska  Up  Close 

Skaggs,  Sam 
Smith,  Carlton 
Smith,  Kenneth 

Alaska  Research  Voyages 
Kootznoowoo,  Inc. 

Smith,  Kevin 
Smith,  Ron 
Smith,  Sally 
Somerville,  Ron 
Spickler,  Scott 

Big  Game  Guide 
Mayor,  CBJ 
Territorial  Sportsman 

Stevens,  Ted 
Super,  Sue 

US  Senate 

Sutton,  Ann 
Thomas,  Andy 
Thomas,  Edward  K. 
Tillotson,  Kevin 
Timothy,  Gary 

KTOO 

TEMSCO 

Tlingit-Haida  Central  Council 

Timothy,  Jackie 
Titus,  Kim 
Turek,  Mike 
Turner,  Steve 
Ulrich,  Chris 
Verrelli,  Chip 

Office  of  the  Governor,  Central  Office 
Alaska  Department  of  Fish  and  Game 

Alaska  Department  of  Fish  and  Game,  Division  of  Subsistence 
Federal  Aviation  Administration 

Veys,  Alan 
Villeneuve,  Marc 
Wallen,  Lynn  and  R.T. 
Warner,  Sandy 

Pybus  Point  Lodge 
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Weber,  Winifred  O. 
Weissler,  Lisa 
Wells,  Stephen 


USD  A Forest  Service,  Alaska  Region 

State  of  Alaska,  Division  of  Government  Coordination 

Alaska  Wildlife  Alliance 


Welp,  Gary,  Lawrence  and 
Maryann 
White,  Bruce 
Wilde,  Mike 
Williams,  Anthony 

Wilson,  Jim  Coastal  Helicopters,  Inc. 

Wilson,  Michael 
Wilson,  Sara 
Windred,  Michael 
Wolf,  Michael 

Wright,  Steve  Wright  Tours 

Yearty,  Jacob 

Young,  Don  US  House  of  Representatives 

Young,  Rollin  and  Helen 
Clough 

Yurko,  Nick  Juneau/Douglas  Fish  and  Game  Advisory  Comm. 

Zeman,  Bill  Era  Helicopters 
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Acronyms  and  Abbreviations 


AAC 

AACA 

ADF&G 

AGL 

ANILCA 

ATCT 

CBJ 

CFR 

Coastal 

dB 

DCED 

DEIS 

DN 

DNL  or  Ldn 

DOD 

DOT 

EA 

EIS 

EO 

EPA 

Era 

ESA 

FAA 

FAR 

FEIS 

FICAN 

FICON 

FICUN 

FONSI 

FSD 

FSH 

FSM 

GIS 

HAI 

HNL 

IGBC 

JCVB 

JIRP 

JRD 

Leg?  lhr 

LOA 

LUD 

m 

MELP 

MGRA 

Michael  Baker 

pg/m3 

MIS 

MMPA 

NEPA 

NFS 


Alaska  Administrative  Code 
Alaska  Air  Carriers  Association 
Alaska  Department  of  Fish  and  Game 
above  ground  level 

Alaska  National  Interest  Lands  Conservation  Act 

Air  Traffic  Control  Tower 

City  and  Borough  of  Juneau 

Code  of  Federal  Regulations 

Coastal  Helicopters,  Inc. 

decibel 

Department  of  Community  and  Economic  Development 

draft  environmental  impact  statement 

decision  notice 

day/night  average  sound  level 

Department  of  Defense 

Department  of  Transportation 

environmental  assessment 

environmental  impact  statement 

Executive  Order 

Environmental  Protection  Agency 
Era  Helicopters,  Inc. 

Endangered  Species  Act 

Federal  Aviation  Administration 

Federal  Aviation  Regulation 

final  environmental  impact  statement 

Federal  Interagency  Committee  on  Aviation  Noise 

Federal  Interagency  Committee  on  Noise 

Federal  Interagency  Committee  on  Urban  Noise 

finding  of  no  significant  impact 

Flight  Standards  Division 

Forest  Service  Handbook 

Forest  Service  Manual 

Geographic  Information  System 

Helicopters  Association  International 

hourly  noise  level 

Interagency  Grizzly  Bear  Committee 
Juneau  Convention  and  Visitors  Bureau 
Juneau  Icefield  Research  Program 
Juneau  Ranger  District 
hourly  A-weighted  energy  equivalent 
letter  of  agreement 
land  use  designation 
meter 

Ministry  of  Environment,  Lands  and  Parks 
Mendenhall  Glacier  Recreation  Area 
Michael  Baker  Jr.,  Inc. 
micrograms  per  cubic  meter 
management  indicator  species 
Marine  Mammal  Protection  Act 
National  Environmental  Policy  Act 
National  Forest  System 
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NMFS 

National  Marine  Fisheries  Service 

NOI 

notice  of  intent 

NorthStar 

NorthStar  Trekking,  Inc. 

NPS 

National  Park  Service 

NRRS 

National  Recreation  Reservation  Service 

ORV 

off-road  vehicle 

OSHA 

Occupational  Safety  and  Health  Administration 

ROD 

record  of  decision 

ROS 

recreation  opportunity  spectrum 

SDTDC 

San  Dimas  Technology  and  Development  Center 

SEL 

sound  exposure  level 

shp 

shaft  horsepower 

TAC 

Tourism  Advisory  Committee 

TEMSCO 

TEMSCO  Helicopters,  Inc. 

TES 

threatened  and  endangered  species 

TLRMP 

Tongass  Land  and  Resource  Management  Plan 

TOPS 

Tour  Operators  Program  of  Safety 

USDA 

U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture 

USDI 

U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior 

USFWS 

U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 

VFR 

visual  flight  rules 

VLOA 

voluntary  letter  of  agreement 
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Glossary 

Actual  Use:  The  amount  of  use  that  actually  occurred.  Tallied  from  actual  use  reports 
submitted  to  the  Forest  Service  by  the  special  use  permit  holder.  Measured  in  number  of 
service  days  and/or  number  of  landings.1 

Allocated  Use:  Identifies  the  amount  of  use  that  is  allocated  and  authorized  to  a special 
use  permit  holder.  Allocated  use  is  usually  identified  on  the  face  page  of  the  special  use 
permit  and  measured  in  number  of  service  days  and/or  number  of  landings. 

Assigned  Site:  A location  that  is  authorized  for  occupancy  and  use  by  the  Forest  Service 
and  for  which  a fee  is  paid  by  the  permit  holder.  Formerly  known  as  a “designated”  or 
“reserved”  site.1 

Authorized  Use:  Activities  and  amount  of  use  approved  by  the  Forest  Service.  Approval 
can  be  granted  by  issuance  of  a permit  or  approval  of  an  annual  itinerary,  operating  plan 
including  amendments  thereof  associated  with  a permit.  The  amount  or  level  of  use 
(possibly  with  maximum  numbers  and  special  use  stipulations)  is  often  identified  in  an 
NEPA  decision  document.  Typically  measured  in  number  of  service  days  and/or  number 
of  landings. 1 

A-weighting:  Humans  and  other  species  hear  mid-  to  high-frequency  sounds  better  than 
they  hear  low-frequency  sounds.  Researchers  have  developed  frequency  weightings  that 
correspond  to  how  humans  perceive  the  loudness  of  sound  at  various  frequencies. 
Research  has  found  that  people  make  relative  judgements  regarding  the  loudness, 
annoyance,  or  disturbance  of  sounds  that  correlate  well  with  the  frequency  weighting 
called  the  “A-weighting.”  Consequently,  A-weighting  sound  levels  normally  are  used  to 
describe  environmental  sounds,  and  all  metrics  reported  in  this  EIS  are  A-weighted. 

Buffer:  A specified  distance  or  area  where  an  activity  is  not  authorized  to  occur, 
established  for  the  purpose  of  mitigating  impacts  to  another  activity  or  natural  resource. 

Commercial  Use  or  Activity:  Any  use  or  activity  on  National  Forest  System  Lands  (a) 
where  an  entry  or  participation  fee  is  charged,  or  (b)  where  the  primary  purpose  is  the  sale 
of  a good  or  service,  and  in  either  case,  regardless  of  whether  the  use  or  activity  is 
intended  to  produce  a profit. 1 

Day/Night  Average  Sound  Level  (DNL  or  Ldn):  A single-number,  24-hour  noise 
exposure  metric  that  takes  the  noise  level  of  individual  events,  the  duration  of  the  event, 
the  number  of  events  per  day,  and  the  time  of  day  these  events  occur  into  consideration. 
Federal  agencies  such  as  the  Environmental  Protection  Agency  (EPA),  the  Federal 
Aviation  Administration  (FAA),  and  the  Department  of  Defense  (DOD)  use  DNL  to 
depict  the  relationship  between  a particular  noise  exposure  and  community  annoyance. 

Day  Use:  Outfitting  and  guiding  involving  no  overnight  use  of  National  Forest  System 
Land. 1 

Decibel  (dB):  A unit  for  expressing  relative  intensity  of  sounds  on  a scale  from  zero  for 
the  average  least  perceptible  sound  to  about  130  for  the  average  pain  level. 

Enclave:  An  enclave  on  the  Juneau  Icefield  is  considered,  for  the  purpose  of  this 
document,  a “minor  development”  as  described  in  the  Recreation  and  Tourism  Standards 
and  Guidelines  (Forest  Plan,  pages  4-38  through  4-45),  due  to  the  temporary  nature  and 
single  purpose  or  service  provided  at  the  site.  The  area  an  enclave  occupies  typically  is 
one  to  five  acres,  but  may  involve  a larger  area,  depending  on  the  nature  of  the  activity 


1 As  defined  in  the  Forest  Plan  or  the  Outfitter-Guide  Administration  Guidebook  (Forest  Service,  February 
1997). 
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and  the  desired  recreation  experience.  Site  occupancy  may  involve  portable,  temporary 
facilities  to  accommodate  guides  and/or  clients  during  the  day  or  overnight,  as  well  as  the 
area  used  for  the  activity.  Examples  include:  temporary  or  portable  structures,  as  well  as 
facilities  and  trails  for  dogsled  mushing,  cross-country  skiing,  snowmobiles,  glacier 
trekking,  or  other  participative  activities  that  involve  more  than  simple  walking  and 
viewing  the  icefield  environment.  Activity  accessories  are  of  a temporary,  portable  nature 
in  that  they  can  be  easily  removed  from  the  site.  On-site  developments  may  include  but 
are  not  limited  to  the  following:  dogs,  dog  houses,  dogsleds,  self-contained  waste  disposal 
units,  kitchen  and  food  storage  facilities,  portable  Quonset  hut  or  weather  port  type 
accommodations  for  guides  and  clients,  warming  huts,  snowmobiles,  emergency  rescue 
gear,  ski  gear,  communications  equipment,  and  other  equipment  necessary  to  support  the 
approved  activities.  Occupancy  requires  the  area  to  be  an  assigned  site. 

Encounter:  See  social  encounter. 

Feasible:  Capable  of  being  accomplished  in  a successful  manner  within  a reasonable 
period  of  time,  taking  into  account  economic,  environmental,  technical,  and  safety  factors. 
In  evaluating  feasibility,  the  following  are  considered:  1)  the  effectiveness  and 
practicality  of  the  measures  being  considered,  and  2)  the  long-  and  short-term  costs  of  the 
measures  and  the  effect  of  those  costs  on  long-  and  short-term  economic  viability  of 
projects  and  programs. 

Guideline:  A preferred  or  advisable  course  of  action  or  level  of  attainment  designed  to 
promote  achievement  of  goals  and  objectives. 1 

Hourly  Noise  Level  (HNL)  or  hourly  A weighted  energy  equivalent  (Le„,  lhr):  The 
constant  sound  level  that  equals  the  sound  energy  of  the  actual  time-varying  sound  over  a 
specific  time  period. 

Land  Use  Designation  (LUD):  A defined  area  of  land  specific  to  which  management 
direction  is  applied. 1 

Land  Use  Prescriptions:  Specific  management  direction  applied  to  a defined  area  of 
land  (land  use  designation)  to  attain  multiple  use  and  other  goals  and  objectives. 1 

Landing:  The  equivalent  number  of  round  trip  flights  that  a helicopter  makes  in 
association  with  a commercial  icefield  landing  tour.  The  level  of  use  authorized  in  the 
special  use  permits  for  the  commercial  helicopter  icefield  landing  tours  is  measured  and 
allocated  by  the  number  of  landings. 

Landing  Site  (also  referred  to  as  “site”):  An  area,  usually  not  more  than  one  to  three 
acres,  where  helicopters  land  to  engage  in  an  icefield  activity.  Exact  locations  of  landing 
sites  are  greatly  dependent  on  the  changing  snow  and  ice  conditions,  weather,  and  other 
activities  as  they  occur  in  the  vicinity. 

Load  Factor:  The  number  of  passengers  that  a helicopter  transports,  excluding  the  pilot. 

L90:  The  sound  level  that  is  exceeded  90  percent  of  the  time.  It  is  often  used  to  describe 
background  noise  level. 

Major  Development:  Major  recreation  and  tourism  developments  provided  by  the 
private  sector  involve  long-term  commitment  of  the  land  base,  with  a moderate  to  high 
level  of  site  modification.  The  site  modifications  involve  large  buildings  or  complexes  of 
buildings  and  facilities,  and  often  provide  several  services  in  a concentrated  area.  Comfort 
and  convenience  are  provided  for  guests,  and  facilities  can  generally  accommodate  more 
than  12  people.  The  proposals  are  typically  Development  Scale  3,  4,  or  5,  and  Roaded 
Natural  or  Rural  ROS  settings.  Site  reclamation  involves  removal  of  facilities  and 
extensive  improvements  including  revegetation,  recontouring,  etc.  A natural  appearance 
can  take  more  than  5 years  to  attain.  Examples  include  destination  resorts  and  lodges. 
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food  and  beverage  services,  downhill  ski  areas,  marinas  and  gas  stations,  and  full  service 
campgrounds. 1 

Minor  Development:  Minor  recreation  and  tourism  developments  provided  by  the 
private  sector  involve  only  minor  site  modifications.  They  involve  small  rustic  facilities 
and/or  improvements,  generally  with  a single  purpose  or  service,  and  may  involve  several 
sites  or  an  extensive  area.  Basic  essentials  are  typically  provided,  and  can  generally 
accommodate  12  or  fewer  people  per  site.  The  proposals  are  typically  Development  Scale 
1 and  2,  with  a Semi-Primitive  ROS  setting.  Site  reclamation  involves  simple  removal  of 
facilities  and  little  or  no  revegetation;  a natural  appearance  can  be  attained  in  a few  years. 
Examples  include  cabins,  huts,  small  docks,  cross-country  ski  trails  with  simple  facilities, 
temporary  or  portable  camps,  and  simple  and  rustic  campgrounds.  For  the  purpose  of  this 
EIS,  the  participatory  activities  being  proposed  on  the  icefield  are  all  considered  minor 
developments  due  to  their  temporary  nature  and  single  purpose  or  service.  The  number  of 
landings  and  people  per  site  per  day  will  be  limited  by  the  LUD  as  defined  in  the  Forest 
Plan  Standards  & Guidelines  for  Recreation  & Tourism,  Maximum  Recreation  and 
Tourism  Development  Generally  Allowed  by  LUD  (see  Appendix  B,  page  B-12). 

Mitigate:  To  lessen  or  make  minimal  the  severity. 1 

Noncommercial  Use  or  Activity:  Any  use  or  activity  that  does  not  involve  a commercial 
use  or  activity  as  defined  in  this  section. 1 

Occupancy  and  Use:  To  enter  upon  or  cause  entry  upon  lands  administered  by  the 
National  Forest  System  for  the  purpose  of  conducting  outfitter  and/or  guide  operations. 
Examples  include:  outfitting,  guiding,  camping,  leaving  or  storing  equipment,  or  having  a 
camp  in  place  (tent,  etc.)  even  if  unattended  or  unoccupied  by  humans. 1 

Service  day:  A day  or  any  part  of  a day  on  National  Forest  System  lands  for  which  an 
outfitter  or  guide  provides  goods  or  services,  including  transportation,  to  a client. 1 

Social  Encounter:  The  degree  of  solitude  or  social  opportunities  the  setting  provides, 
usually  in  terms  of  other  parties  encountered  while  traveling  within  the  setting,  and/or 
within  sight  or  sound  while  camped  within  the  setting. 

Sound  Exposure  Level  (SEL):  This  metric  combines  both  A-weighted  sound  magnitude 
and  the  duration  of  the  event.  When  two  events  of  the  same  magnitude  are  rated, 
researchers  have  found  that  the  event  lasting  the  longest  will  be  rated  as  noisier  or  more 
annoying.  Aircraft  noise,  and  specifically  helicopter  noise,  falls  into  the  broad  category 
of  transient  noise,  which  is  characterized  as  sound  that  increases  over  a period  of  time  to  a 
maximum  level,  then  decreases  to  a level  that  corresponds  to  the  normally  fluctuating 
background  noise.  SEL  is  widely  used  to  describe  the  noises  generated  by  various 
transportation  noise  sources  because  it  can  quantify  transient  noise. 

Special  Use  Authorization:  A permit,  term  permit,  lease,  or  easement,  which  allows 
occupancy,  use,  rights,  or  privileges  of  National  Forest  System  land. 1 

Special  Use  Permit:  A special  use  authorization  that  provides  permission,  without 
conveying  an  interest  in  land,  to  occupy  and  use  National  Forest  System  land  or  facilities 
for  a specified  purpose.  Authorization  permits  are  revocable,  tenninable,  and 
non-compensable. 1 

Standard:  A course  of  action  or  level  of  attainment  required  by  the  forest  plan  to 
promote  achievement  of  goals  and  objectives. 1 

Temporary  Structure:  Structure  that  is  erected  and  dismantled  in  one  season  or  less. 1 

Time  Above:  The  total  time  during  a day  that  noise  levels  exceed  a certain  level  (for 
example,  total  minutes  above  65  dBA). 
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Conversion  Table 


To  Convert  From 

To 

Multiply  By 

Foot 

Meter  (m) 

0.3048 

Mile 

Foot 

5,280 

Mile 

Meter  (m) 

1.609  x 103 

Mile 

Kilometer  (km) 

1.609 

Meter 

Kilometer 

1,000 

Notes: 

1,500  feet  = 0.28  mile 
1,500  feet  = 457.2  m 
1,500  feet  = 0.46  km 
0.5  mile  = 0.80  km 
3 miles  = 4.83  km 
5 miles  = 8.05  km 
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4- 7,  4-8,  4-9,  4-10,  4-11,  4-12,  4-13, 

4-14,  4-15,4-16,  4-17,  4-18,4-19, 
4-20,  4-21,  4-22,  4-23,  4-24,  4-25, 
4-26,  4-27,  4-28,  4-29,  4-30,  4-31, 
4-32,  4-33,  4-34,  4-35,  4-36 


helicopter  flightseeing,  1-1,  1-8,  1-9, 

1-10,  1-15,  1-30,  1-31,  1-32,  1-34, 
1-35,  1-36,  2-1,  2-32,  2-34,  2-37,  2-38, 
3-1,  3-2,  3-4,  3-5,  3-6,  3-7,  3-9,  3-23, 

3- 26,  3-27,  3-28,  4-2,  4-4,  4-6,  4-7, 

4- 14,  4-15,4-29,  4-33,4-34 

helicopter  access,  1-1,  1-9,4-16,4-32 

helicopter  noise,  1-31,  1-34,3-1,3-2, 

3- 18,  3-23,  3-24,  3-28,  3-29,  4-6,  4-13, 

4- 15,4-16,  4-31 

heliport,  1-10,  1-15,  1-16,  1-18,  1-30, 

1- 31,  1-32,  1-33,  1-35,  1-36,  2-32, 

2- 33,  3-1,  3-6,  3-7,  3-20,  4-12,  4-35 

heli-skiing,  3-6,  3-9,  4-34 

Herbert  Glacier  Trail,  1-5,  1-6,  1-18, 

1- 19,  1-25,  2-3,  2-7,  2-8,  2-13,  2-14, 

2- 19,  2-26,  2-28,  2-33,  2-35,  2-38,  3-3, 

3- 6,3-7,3-8,3-9,3-11,3-13,3-15, 

3- 23,  3-25,  3-27,  3-31,  4-13,  4-17, 

4- 18,4-20,  4-21,4-29,  4-35 

hiking,  1-1,  1-24,  1-25,  3-2,  3-3,  3-4,  3-6, 

3- 9,  3-10,  3-17,  4-8,  4-13,  4-15,  4-19, 

4- 28,  4-33,  4-34,  4-35 

horseback  riding,  3-10,  4-13 

hourly  noise  level  (HNL)  or  hourly  A 
weighted  energy  equivalent  (Leg,  ihr), 

3- 26 

housing,  1-24,  1-25,  3-7,  3-20,  4-7 

humpback  whale,  1-20,  2-20,  2-26,  3-13, 

4- 28 

hunting,  1-27,  3-2,  3-3,  3-4,  3-12,  3-17, 
4-13,  4-16,  4-17,  4-18,  4-19,  4-20, 

4-21 

icefield,  1-1,  1-3,  1-5,  1-6,  1-7,  1-8,  1-9, 
1-10,  1-11,  1-13,  1-15,  1-17,  1-21, 
1-22,  1-23,  1-24,  1-25,  1-26,  1-27, 

1- 29,  1-31,  1-32,  1-34,  1-35,  2-1,  2-2, 

2- 3,  2-7,  2-8,  2-9,  2-13,  2-14,  2-19, 

2-20,  2-25,  2-26,  2-31,  2-32,  2-33, 

2- 34,  2-37,  2-38,  2-39,  3-2,  3-5,  3-6, 

3- 7,3-8,3-9,3-10,3-11,3-12,3-15, 

3- 16,  3-17,  3-23,  3-28,  4-1,  4-7,  4-8, 

4- 13,4-14,  4-15,4-16,  4-17,  4-18, 

4-20,  4-21,  4-22,  4-23,  4-26,  4-27, 
4-28,  4-29,  4-30,  4-31,  4-32,  4-33, 
4-34,  4-25,  4-36 
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impacts  (see  also  effects ),  1-1,  1-5,  1-8, 

1-9,  1-15,  1-20,  1-21,  1-27,  1-28,  1-35, 

1- 36,  2-7,  2-8,  2-13,  2-14,  2-19,  2-20, 

2- 26,  2-28,  2-31,  2-32,  2-33,  2-37, 

2-38,  2-39,  3-2,  3-10,  3-11,  3-15,  3-18, 
4-6,  4-14,  4-17,  4-18,  4-23,  4-24,  4-25, 
4-26,  4-27,  4-28,  4-29,  4-30,  4-31, 
4-32,  4-33,  4-34,  4-35 

adverse,  1-20,  1-21,  2-26,  2-28,  3-11, 
4-26 

impacts  to  residents,  2-37 

impacts  to  wildlife,  1-19,  2-7,  2-8, 

2-13,  2-14,  2-19,  2-20,  2-26,  2-38, 
4-24,  4-30 

impacts  in  new  areas,  1-19,  2-39 
income,  3-1 

Inventoried  Roadless  Area,  4- 1 

Juneau  Icefield,  1-1,  1-5,  1-6,  1-7,  1-8, 

1-9,  1-10,  1-15,  1-17,  1-18,  1-19,  1-22, 

1-23,  1-24,  1-25,  1-26,  1-27,  1-28, 

1- 29,  1-30,  1-31,  1-32,  1-34,  1-36,  2-1, 

2- 2,  2-3,  2-7,  2-8,  2-9,  2-13,  2-14, 

2-19,  2-20,  2-25,  2-26,  2-28,  2-31, 

2- 32,  2-33,  2-34,  3-1,  3-2,  3-4,  3-5, 

3- 6,  3-7,  3-8,  3-9,  3-10,  3-12,  3-15, 

3-16,  3-17,  3-18,  3-20,  3-23,  3-24, 

3-25,  3-26,  3-27,  3-28,  3-29,  3-30, 

3- 31,  4-3,  4-4,  4-5,  4-6,  4-7,  4-10, 

4- 11,  4-12,  4-13,  4-14,  4-15,  4-16, 

4-17,  4-18,  4-19,  4-20,  4-21,  4-22, 

4-23,  4-26,  4-27,  4-28,  4-29,  4-31, 

4-32,  4-33,  4-34,  4-35 

Juneau  Icefield  Research  Program  (JIRP), 

2-25,2-31,3-10,4-34 

Juneau  Ranger  District  (JRD),  1-1,  1-17, 

2-28,  3-9,  3-25,  3-27,  3-31,  4-33,  4-34 

L90,  3-26,  3-27 

Land  Use  Designation  (LUD),  1-9,  1-11, 

1-21,  2-3,  2-8,  2-13,  2-14,  3-4,  3-25, 
4-16 

landing,  1-1,  1-3,  1-5,  1-6,  1-8,  1-10, 

1-11,  1-13,  1-15,  1-17,  1-18,  1-19, 

1-20,  1-21,  1-22,  1-23,  1-24,  1-25, 

1-27,  1-28,  1-29,  1-31,  1-32,  1-34, 

1- 35,  1-36,  2-1,  2-2,  2-3,  2-7,  2-8, 

2- 13,  2-14,  2-19,  2-20,  2-25,  2-26, 

2-28,  2-31,  2-32,  2-34,  2-35,  2-37, 

2- 38,  2-39,  3-1,  3-3,  3-4,  3-5,  3-6,  3-7, 

3- 8,  3-9,  3-10,  3-11,  3-13,  3-15,  3-23, 

3-28,  3-30,  4-2,  4-7,  4-8,  4-9,  4-10, 


4-11,4-12,  4-14,  4-15,4-16,  4-17, 

4-18,  4-19,  4-20,  4-21,  4-22,  4-23, 
4-28,  4-29,  4-30,  4-31,  4-32,  4-33, 
4-34,  4-35,  4-36 

landing  site,  1-1,  1-3,  1-8,  1-10,  1-11, 
1-13,  1-15,  1-21,  1-22,  1-23,  1-24, 

1- 25,  1-32,  1-36,  2-7,  2-20,  2-25,  2-26, 

2- 28,  2-31,  2-38,  3-3,  3-4,  3-10,  3-11, 

3- 13,  3-15,  4-12,  4-19,  4-23,  4-29, 

4- 30,  4-31,4-33,4-36 

landing  tours,  1-1,  1-5,  1-8,  1-10,  1-17, 
1-18,  1-19,  1-25,  1-27,  1-28,  1-29, 

1- 35,  2-1,  2-2,  2-8,  2-13,  2-14,  2-19, 

2- 20,  2-25,  2-31,  2-32,  2-37,  2-38, 

2- 39,  3-1,  3-4,  3-5,  3-6,  3-7,  3-8,  3-10, 
4-2,  4-7, 4-8,  4-9,  4-10,  4-14,  4-16, 
4-17,  4-18,  4-20,  4-21,  4-22,  4-23, 
4-28,  4-31,  4-32,  4-33,  4-34,  4-35, 

4-36 

Laws,  Statutes,  and  Ordinances,  1-15,  3-7 

Lemon  Creek,  1-18,  1-33,  2-33,  3-5,  3-6, 

3- 7,  3-8,  3-16,  3-20,  3-25,  3-27,  3-31, 

4- 13,4-33 

Lemon  Glacier,  1-6,  1-18,  1-33,2-33, 

3-1,  3-5,  3-6,  3-7,  3-8,  3-20,3-25, 

3-27,  3-31,4-13,4-33 

Letter  of  Agreement  (LOA),  1-29,  2-1, 

3-7,  3-8 

LUD,  1-9,  1-21,  1-22,  1-23,  1-24,  1-25, 
1-26,  2-3,  2-8,  2-13,  2-14,  3-4,  3-16, 

3- 17,  3-24,  3-25,4-16 

LUD  II,  1-9,  1-21,  1-22,  3-4,  3-16,  3-25, 

4- 16 

major  development,  1-21,  1-25 

Management  Indicator  Species  (MIS), 
1-27,3-10,4-23 

manuals,  1-26,  1-27 

marine  mammal,  1-27,  2-20,  2-26,  3-13, 

3- 14,3-15,4-28 

Marine  Mammal  Protection  Act 
(MMPA),  1-27,  3-14,  3-15 

marten,  3-10,  4-23 

McDowell  Group,  1-31,3-1,  3-2,  4-6. 

4- 14 

mediation,  1-1,  1-30,  1-32,  1-33,3-2,4-8, 

4-9,  4-10,  4-11,  4-12,  4-22,  4-23 

Memorandum  of  Understanding  (MOU), 
1-28 
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Mendenhall  Glacier,  1-5,  1-6,  1-9,  1-25, 

2- 31,  2-33,  3-2,  3-3,  3-6,  3-7,  3-8,  3-9, 

3- 1  1,3-12,  3-13,3-23,3-25,4-13 

Mendenhall  Peninsula,  3-8,  3-18,  4-6 

minor  development,  1-5,  1-21,  1-22,  1-24, 

1-25,2-26,  2-31,4-17,4-18,  4-19, 

4- 20,  4-21,4-22,  4-23 

mitigation,  1-1,  1-18,  1-20,  1-30,  1-31, 

1- 33,  1-34,  2-28,  3-2,  3-1 1, 4-22,  4-23, 
4-24,  4-29 

mitigation  measures,  1-18,  1-20,  2-28, 
3-11,4-22,  4-23,4-24,  4-29 

safety,  2-25,  3-30 
wildlife,  2-26 
recreation,  2-28 
JIRP,  2-31 

Modified  Landscape,  3-16 

monitoring,  1-34,  2-1,  2-28,  2-31,  3-10, 

3- 18,  3-23,  3-24,  3-25,  3-26,  3-30, 

4- 27,  4-29 

Montana  Creek,  1-19,  1-33,  1-36,  2-28, 

2- 31,2-32,  2-33,3-3,3-8,  4-13 

moose,  1-19,  1-20,  2-7,  2-8,  2-13,  2-14, 

2- 19,  2-20,  2-26,  2-32,  2-38,  2-39, 

3- 14,  4-23,4-28,4-30 

mountain  goat,  1-19,  2-7,  2-8,  2-13,  2-14, 

2- 19,  2-20,  2-28,  2-32,  2-39,  3-11, 

3- 12,  3-20,  3-23,  4-24,  4-25,  4-26, 

4- 27,  4-28,  4-29,  4-30,  4-31 

National  Environmental  Policy  Act 
(NEPA),  1-5,  1-8,  1-15,  2-1,  2-32, 

4-35 

history  of  NEPA,  1-5 

National  Forest  Management  Act 
(NFMA),  4-32 

National  Historic  Preservation  Act 
(NHPA),  1-28 

National  Marine  Fisheries  Service 

(NMFS),  1-15,  1-27,  2-28,  3-13,  3-14, 

3-15 

noise  duration,  3-26 
noise  effects  by  alternative,  4-15 
noise  effects  on  recreationists,  4-14 
noise  impacts  to  recreationists,  1-19,  2-37 

noise  impacts  to  residents,  1-18,  2-34, 

2-37,  4-3 


noise  metrics,  3-24,  3-26,  3-29 
Noise  Monitoring  Sites,  3-25 

noise  studies,  1-18,  1-33,  1-35,  2-32,  4-2, 
4-13,4-14 

Norris  Glacier,  1-5,  1-6,  1-25,  2-26,  3-6, 

3- 7,  3-8,  3-9,  3-11,  3-13,  3-15,  4-28, 

4- 33 

NorthStar  Trekking,  Inc.  (NorthStar),  1-1, 

1-6,  1-8,  1-15,  1-29,3-7,  4-33 

Notice  of  Intent  (NOI),  1-17,  1-18 
occupancy  and  use,  2-26 
otter,  3-10,  4-23 

outfitters,  1-8,  1-17,  1-21,  3-9,  4-7,  4-34 
outfitters  and  guides,  1-8,  1-21 
overflight,  1-33,4-27 

permit,  1-1,  1-5,  1-8,  1-17,  1-26,  1-27, 

1-28,  1-34,  1-36,  2-1,  2-25,  2-28,  2-32, 

3- 8,  3-9,  3-25,  4-2,  4-3,  4-7,  4-8,  4-9, 

4- 10,  4-11,4-12,4-31,4-33,4-34 

Point  Bishop,  1-19,  3-3,  3-6,  3-8,  3-25, 

3- 27,3-31,4-13 

Preferred  Alternative  (see  Alternative  H) 

proposed  action,  4-35 

public  involvement,  1-1,  1-17 

purpose  and  need,  1-9,  2-1 

Record  of  Decision  (ROD),  1-8,  1-10, 
1-17,  2-20 

Recreation  Opportunity  Spectrum  (ROS), 

1- 21,  1-22,  1-23,  1-24,  1-25,  1-26, 

4- 19 

recreationists,  1-33,  2-7,  2-8,  2-13,  2-14, 

2- 19,  2-28,  2-34,  2-37,  2-38,  3-1,  3-2, 

3- 10,  3-18,  3-25,  4-1,  4-13,  4-14,  4-15, 

4- 16,  4-17,  4-18,  4-19,  4-20,  4-21, 
4-22,  4-23,  4-31,  4-33,  4-34,  4-35 

red-breasted  sapsucker,  3-10,  4-23 

Remote  Recreation  (LUD),  1-9,  1-21, 

1- 22,  1-23,  1-24,  1-25,  1-26,  2-3,  2-8, 

2- 13,2-14,  2-19,3-16,3-17,  3-25, 
4-16,  4-19,  4-20,  4-21,4-22 

residents,  1-18,  1-30,  1-31,  1-32,  1-33, 

1- 36,  2-7,  2-8,  2-13,  2-14,  2-19,  2-20, 

2- 31,  2-32,  2-34,  2-37,  3-1,  3-2,  3-4, 

3- 6,  3-17,  3-18,  3-25,  3-28,  4-1,  4-3, 

4- 4,  4-6,  4-7,  4-8,  4-9,  4-10,  4-11, 
4-12,4-13,4-14,  4-16,  4-31,4-33, 
4-34,  4-35,  4-36 
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riparian,  1-20,  3-1 1,  3-13,  3-14 
riparian  area,  3-13 
road  construction,  4-32 

roadless  area,  3-1,  3-15,  3-16,  3-17,  3-19, 
4-1,4-32 

roads,  1-26,  3-17,  3-20,  3-25,  3-27 
rock  climbing,  1-5,  3-16,  3-17 

safety,  1-8,  1-9,  1-17,  1-20,  1-21,  1-24, 

1- 26,  1-29,  1-31,  1-33,  1-36,  2-3,  2-20, 

2- 25,  2-26,  2-31,  3-1,  3-29,  3-30,  4-1, 
4-3,  4-32 

salmon,  1-19,  1-33,  3-1,  3-5,  3-7,  3-1 1, 

3- 13,  3-15,  3-20,  3-25,  3-27,  3-31, 

4- 13,4-27 

satellite  heliport,  1-34,  2-32,  2-33,  4-12 
scoping,  1-1,  1-17,  1-19,2-1 

Semi-Remote  Recreation  (LUD),  1-9,  2-3, 

2- 8,  2-13,  2-14,  2-19,  3-25,  4-16,  4-19, 
4-20,  4-21 

sensitive  species,  1-20,  3-10,  3-13 
service  day,  1-5,  1-6,  1-8,  3-9,  4-8,  4-34 

Sheep  Creek,  1-19,  1-33,  2-33,  3-5,  3-6, 

3- 7,  3-8,  3-12,  3-20,  3-25,  3-27,  3-31, 

4- 13,4-27 

snow  vehicle,  1-1,  2-3,  2-7,  2-8,  2-13, 

2- 14,  2-19,  2-20,  4-17,  4-18,4-19, 
4-20,  4-21,4-22,4-23,4-28 

social  encounter,  4-22,  4-23 

sound  exposure  level  (SEL),  3-24,  3-26, 

3- 27 

Southeast  Alaska,  3-1,  3-11,  3-12,  3-13, 

3- 14,3-15,4-24 

Spaulding  Meadows,  1-19,  1-33,2-28, 

2-31,  3-3,  3-8,  3-25,  3-27,  3-31,  4-13 

Special  Interest  Area,  3-17,  3-25 
special  use  authorization,  2-19 

special  use  permit,  1-1,  1-5,  1-8,  1-10, 

1-17,  1-18,  1-26,  1-27,  1-32,  1-34, 

1- 36,  2-1,  2-2,  2-7,  2-8,  2-13,  2-14, 

2- 19,  2-20,  2-25,  2-28,  2-32,  3-8,  4-1, 

4- 7,  4-8,  4-15,4-29,  4-34,  4-36 

standard,  2-27,  3-7,  3-30,  3-31,  4-4,  4-14, 
4-32 

standards  and  guidelines,  1-9,  1-17,  1-19, 

1-20,  1-21,  1-22,  1-23,  1-25,3-11, 


3- 13,  3-14,  3-15,  4-16,  4-27,  4-28, 

4- 29,  4-30 

State  Historic  Preservation  Officer 
(SHPO),  1-28 

State  of  Alaska,  1-28 

Steller  sea  lion,  1-19,  1-20,  2-20,  2-26, 

2- 28,  2-38,  3-13,  3-14,  3-15,  4-23, 

4-28 

subsistence,  1-19,  1-28 
support  flight,  4-33 

Taku,  1-1,  1-6,  1-9,  1-25,  2-33,  2-34,  3-4, 

3- 6,  3-7,  3-8,  3-9,  3-10,  3-11,  3-12, 

3- 13,  3-14,  3-15,  3-16,  3-17,  3-24, 

4- 33,  4-34,  4-35 

Taku  Glacier,  1-1,  1-6,  1-9,  1-25,2-33, 

2- 34,  3-4,  3-6,  3-7,  3-8,  3-9,  3-10, 

3- 11,3-12,3-13,3-14,  3-15,3-24, 

4- 33,  4-34,  4-35 

Taku  Inlet,  1-1,  3-6,  3-8,  3-9,  3-10,  3-13, 
3-14,3-16,3-17,3-24,  4-35 

TEMSCO  Helicopters,  Inc.  (TEMSCO), 

1-1,  1-5,  1-6,  1-8,  1-15,  1-29,  3-6,  3-9, 
3-20,  4-33 

time  above,  3-26,  3-29,  4-5 

Tongass  Land  and  Resource  Management 
Plan  (TLRMP)  (see  also  Forest  Plan), 
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tourism,  1-1,  1-5,  1-9,  1-17,  1-19,  1-21, 
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Changes  in  Service  Days, 
Landings,  and  Load  Factors 


The  number  of  commercial  helicopter  landing  tours  on  the  Juneau  Icefield  has  grown 
somewhat  proportionately  with  the  increase  in  cruise  ship  passengers  to  Juneau  over  the 
last  15  years.  According  to  Juneau  Convention  and  Visitors  Bureau  (JCVB)  statistics 
(JCVB,  2001),  the  number  of  cruise  ship  passengers  increased  an  average  of  10  percent 
annually  between  1982  and  2001 . The  number  of  icefield  landings  has  grown  an  average 
of  9 percent  each  year,  while  the  number  of  service  days  (the  number  of  helicopter  tour 
passengers)  has  averaged  a 12  percent  annual  growth.  Figure  A-l  displays  the  growth 
trends  for  the  number  of  landings  compared  to  the  number  of  sendee  days. 


From  1984  to  1997,  commercial  helicopter  landing  tour  authorizations  on  the  Juneau 
Icefield  were  based  on  numbers  of  passengers  or  sendee  days.  Prior  to  the  1 995 
Helicopter  Glacier  Tours  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS),  the  commercial 
landing  activities  were  analyzed  and  allocated  by  the  number  of  sendee  days  in  certain 
areas  of  the  icefield.  Subsequently,  the  1995  EIS  identified  the  limiting  factor  to  be 
number  of  landings  instead  of  service  days.  It  was  not  until  1998,  however,  that  the 
special  use  permits  identified  allocations  to  each  helicopter  tour  company  using  the 
number  of  landings.  The  number  of  landings  that  occurred  prior  to  1 997  has  been 
calculated  by  using  the  average  number  of  passengers  per  trip  (or  load  factor)  to  estimate 
the  equivalent  number  of  landings  that  took  place  prior  to  1998.  In  1998,  the  Forest 
Service  began  authorizing  helicopter  landing  tours  using  the  number  of  landings  instead 
of  number  of  service  days  because  it  seemed  to  be  a more  logical  unit  of  measure  for  the 
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activity.  The  majority  of  issues  raised  by  the  public  have  evolved  from  the  number  of 
landings,  or  round-trip  flights,  that  occur,  and  not  with  the  number  of  helicopter 
passengers  on  the  icefield.  It  is  worthy  of  noting  here  that  commercial  use  fees  paid 
to  the  Forest  Service  by  helicopter  landing  tour  providers  are  based  on  the  number  of 
service  days. 

At  the  same  time  demand  for  helicopter  landing  tours  was  growing,  the  average  number  of 
passengers  per  trip,  or  load  factor,  has  increased  overall  from  3.1  in  1984  to  5.2  in  2000. 
This  increase  is  due  in  part  to  newer  helicopters  that  can  carry  more  passengers.  The 
Hughes  500,  which  was  used  for  many  of  the  helicopter  tours  from  1984  to  1986,  carried 
up  to  3 passengers.  The  A-Star,  which  is  currently  the  available  state-of-the-art 
helicopter,  has  technologically  advanced  from  carrying  five  passengers  to  carrying  up  to 
six  passengers.  The  load  factor  has  increased  steadily  over  the  years  and  currently 
averages  approximately  5. 1 passengers  per  flight.  The  passenger  group  size  in  each 
helicopter  varies  with  the  total  weight  of  the  passengers  as  well  as  how  they  are  grouped 
for  the  tour  (e.g.,  two  couples  wishing  to  take  the  trip  together;  or  a family  of  four, 
five,  or  six.) 

Many  of  the  helicopter  companies  have  offered  flightseeing  landing  tours  with  one  or 
multiple  landings  (usually  two)  on  different  areas  of  the  icefield,  as  part  of  one  round  trip 
flight  from  the  helibase.  Historically,  and  for  the  purposes  of  this  document,  multiple 
landing  tours  are  counted  as  one  landing  tour  because  it  involves  only  one  round  trip 
flight  from  and  back  to  the  helibase. 

Table  A-l  shows  numbers  for  the  actual  use  of  service  days,  landings,  and  load  factors 
since  1984.  The  reporting  procedures  regarding  the  actual  number  of  landings  that 
occurred  for  the  tours  have  changed  over  time.  In  addition,  reporting  procedures  for 
multiple  landing  tours  versus  single  landing  tours  have  changed.  These  inconsistencies 
may  be  the  cause  of  the  apparent  decrease  in  the  load  factor  during  1993  through  1997. 
The  Forest  Service  now  measures  and  allocates  the  landing  tours  with  “number  of 
landings”  and  uses  service  days  for  calculating  the  outfitter  guide  special  use  fees. 

A multiple  landing  tour  is  considered  one  landing  for  the  purposes  of  allocating  numbers 
of  landings. 


Table  A-1. 

Actual  Use  Service  Days,  Landings,  and  Load  Factor 

Year 

Service  Days 
(passengers) 

Landings 

Load  Factor 
(#  passengers  per  trip) 

1984 

1,986 

662 

3.0 

1985 

12,637 

4,076 

3.1 

1986 

17,353 

5,175 

3.4 

1987 

22,023 

6,410 

3.4 

1988 

24,783 

6,175 

4.0 

1989 

27,326 

6,648 

4.1 

1990 

34,989 

7,913 

4.4 

1991 

41,887 

8,674 

4.8 

1992 

45,711 

9,046 

5.1 

1993 

54,589 

11,559 

4.7 

1994 

61,898 

11,793 

4.8 

1995 

55,815 

10,421 

4.7 

1996 

65,709 

12,741 

4.6 

1997 

75,491 

14,494 

4.7 

1998 

84,623 

15,959 

5.3 

1999 

85,174 

16,706 

5.1 

2000 

85,531 

16,583 

5.2 

2001 

88,960 

17,783 

5.0 
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Land  Use  Designation 
Management  Prescriptions  and 
Forest-Wide  Standards  and 
Guidelines 


Land  Use  Designation  Management  Prescriptions 

Chapter  3 of  the  1997  Tongass  Land  and  Resource  Management  Plan  (also  known  as  the 
Forest  Plan)  discusses  the  goals,  objectives,  and  desired  condition  for  each  of  the  land  use 
designations  (LUDs)  management  prescriptions  for  each  LUD.  The  LUD  management 
prescriptions  are  used  in  conjunction  with  the  forest-wide  standards  and  guidelines.  The 
proposed  landings  on  the  Juneau  Icefield  could  occur  in  three  LUD  areas  in  the  Tongass 
National  Forest:  LUD  II,  Remote  Recreation,  and  Semi-Remote  Recreation. 

Goals,  Objectives,  and  Desired  Condition  by  LUD 

The  goals,  objectives,  and  desired  condition  for  each  of  these  LUDs,  as  stated  in  the 
Forest  Plan,  are  listed  below. 

LUD  II  (Land  Use  Designation  LUD  II) 

Introduction 

Twelve  areas  were  permanently  allocated  to  L2  special  management  in  the  Tongass 
Timber  Reform  Act.  These  areas  are:  Yakutat  Forelands,  Berners  Bay,  Anan  Creek, 
Kadashan,  Lisianski  River/Upper  Hoonah  Sound,  Mt.  Calder/Mt.  Holbrook,  Nutkwa, 
Outside  Islands,  Trap  Bay,  Point  Adolphus/Mud  Bay,  Naha,  and  Salmon  Bay.  Specific 
management  criteria  for  Land  Use  Designation  II  areas  are  defined  in  the  Tongass  Land 
Management  Plan,  completed  March  1979,  and  amended  Winter  1985-1986  (pp.  8-9). 

Goals 

To  manage  the  12  areas  designated  in  perpetuity  as  Land  Use  Designation  II  (LUD  II)  by 
the  Tongass  Timber  Reform  Act  according  to  the  direction  for  LUD  II  areas  in  the  1979 
Tongass  Land  Management  Plan,  as  amended. 

To  manage  these  areas  in  a roadless  state  to  retain  their  wildland  character. 
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Objectives 

Manage  recreation  and  tourism  use  and  activities  to  meet  the  levels  of  social  encounters, 
on-site  developments,  methods  of  access,  and  visitor  impacts  indicated  by  the  Primitive 
and  Semi-primitive  Recreation  Opportunity  Spectrum  classes.  Apply  the  LUD  II  direction 
from  the  1979  Tongass  Land  Management  Plan  which  is  summarized  as  follows: 

• prohibit  commercial  timber  harvest.  Permit  salvage  logging  only  to  prevent 
significant  damage  to  other  resources.  Allow  personal  use  of  wood  for  cabin 
logs,  fuelwood,  float  logs,  trolling  poles,  etc. 

• permit  water  and  power  developments  if  designed  to  be  compatible  with  the 
primitive  characteristics  of  the  area 

• permit  roads  only  for  access  to  authorized  uses,  for  transportation  needs 
identified  by  the  state  or  for  vital  linkages  (See  the  Standards  & Guidelines  in 
this  prescription) 

• allow  mineral  development 

• permit  boats,  aircraft,  and  snowmachines,  unless  such  uses  become  excessive 

• permit  fish  and  wildlife  habitat  improvements.  Design  structures  to  minimize  the 
effects  to  recreation  resources 

• permit  primitive  recreational  facilities 

• major  concentrated  recreational  facilities  will  generally  be  excluded 

Salvage  logging,  personal  use  of  wood,  water  and  power  development,  fish  and  wildlife 
habitat  improvement,  and  research  facilities  will  be  designed  to  be  compatible  with  the 
primitive  characteristics  of  the  area. 

Desired  Condition 

Areas  in  this  Land  Use  Designation  are  characterized  by  extensive,  generally  unmodified 
natural  environments,  and  retain  their  wildland  character.  Ecological  processes  and 
natural  conditions  are  only  minimally  affected  by  past  or  current  human  uses  or  activities. 
Users  have  the  opportunity  to  experience  a high-to-moderate  degree  of  independence, 
closeness  to  nature,  solitude  and  remoteness  and  may  pursue  activities  requiring  self- 
reliance,  challenge,  and  risk.  Interactions  between  users  are  infrequent.  Recreational 
facilities  and  structures  are  primitive. 

Remote  Recreation  (Land  Use  Designation  RM) 

Goals 

To  provide  extensive,  unmodified  natural  settings  for  primitive  types  of  recreation  and 
tourism. 

To  provide  opportunities  for  independence,  closeness  to  nature,  and  self-reliance  in 
environments  offering  a high  degree  of  challenge  and  risk. 

To  minimize  the  effects  of  human  uses,  including  subsistence  use,  so  that  there  is  no 
permanent  or  long-lasting  evidence. 

Objectives 

Manage  recreation  and  tourism  use  and  activities  to  meet  the  levels  of  social  encounters, 
on-site  developments,  methods  of  access,  and  visitor  impacts  indicated  for  the  Primitive 
Recreation  Opportunity  Spectrum  class. 
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Provide  trails  and  primitive  facilities  that  are  in  harmony  with  the  natural  environment 
and  that  promote  primitive  recreation  experiences. 

Apply  the  Retention  Visual  Quality  Objective. 

Fish  enhancement  projects  may  occur.  Design  wildlife  habitat  improvements  to  emulate 
natural  conditions  and  appearance. 

Desired  Condition 

Areas  in  the  Remote  Recreation  Land  Use  Designation  are  characterized  by  extensive, 
unmodified  natural  environments.  Ecological  processes  and  natural  conditions  are  not 
noticeably  affected  by  past  or  current  human  uses  or  activities.  Users  have  the  opportunity 
to  experience  independence,  closeness  to  nature,  solitude  and  remoteness,  and  may  pursue 
activities  requiring  self-reliance  in  an  environment  that  offers  a high  degree  of  challenge 
and  risk.  Interactions  between  users  are  infrequent.  Motorized  access  is  limited  to 
traditional  means:  boats,  aircraft  and  snowmachines.  Facilities  and  structures  are  minimal, 
and  rustic  in  appearance. 

Semi-Remote  Recreation  (Land  Use  Designation  SM) 

Goals 

To  provide  predominantly  natural  or  natural-appearing  settings  for  semi -primitive  types 
of  recreation  and  tourism  and  for  occasional  enclaves  of  concentrated  recreation  and 
tourism  facilities. 

To  provide  opportunities  for  a moderate  degree  of  independence,  closeness  to  nature,  and 
self-reliance  in  environments  requiring  challenging  motorized  or  non-motorized  forms  of 
transportation. 

Objectives 

Manage  recreation  and  tourism  use  and  activities  to  meet  the  levels  of  social  encounters, 
on-site  developments,  methods  of  access,  and  visitor  impacts  indicated  for  the  Semi- 
primitive Recreation  Opportunity  Spectrum  classes.  Enclaves  of  concentrated  recreation 
and  tourism  developments  within  the  Land  Use  Designation  or  management  activities  in 
adjacent  Land  Use  Designations  may  cause  the  ROS  setting  to  become  Rural. 

Determine  on  a case-by-case  basis  whether  roads,  trails,  and  other  areas  should  be  closed 
to  motorized  recreation  activities.  If  so,  incorporate  into  Off-Highway  Vehicle  (OHV) 
plans.  If  not,  the  use  of  boats,  aircraft,  and  snowmachines  for  traditional  activities  is 
allowed. 

Permit  small-scale,  rustic  recreation  and  tourism  facilities,  and  occasional  enclaves  of 
concentrated  recreation  and  tourism  facilities. 

Apply  the  Partial  Retention  Visual  Quality  Objective  to  any  developments,  facilities,  or 
structures. 

Fish  enhancement  and  wildlife  habitat  improvement  may  occur. 

Desired  Condition 

Areas  in  the  Semi-Remote  Recreation  Land  Use  Designation  are  characterized  by 
generally  unmodified  natural  environments.  Ecological  processes  and  natural  conditions 
are  only  minimally  affected  by  past  or  current  human  uses  or  activities.  Users  have  the 
opportunity  to  experience  a moderate  degree  of  independence,  closeness  to  nature, 
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solitude  and  remoteness,  with  some  areas  offering  motorized  opportunities  and  others 
non-motorized  opportunities  (except  for  the  traditional  uses  of  boats,  aircraft,  and 
snowmachines).  Interactions  between  users  are  infrequent.  Facilities  and  structures  may 
be  minimal  or  occasionally  may  be  larger  in  scale,  but  will  be  rustic  in  appearance,  or  in 
harmony  with  the  natural  setting. 

Recreation  and  Tourism  Standards  and  Guidelines  by  LUD 

The  recreation  and  tourism  standards  and  guidelines  for  the  three  LUDs,  as  stated  in  the 
Forest  Plan,  are  listed  below. 

LUD  II 

Recreation  Use  Administration:  REC122 

Recreation  Management  and  Operations 

A.  Generally  provide  for  semi-primitive  ROS  settings,  recognizing  that  more  developed 
settings  may  be  present  due  to  authorized  activities,  existing  use  patterns,  and 
activities  in  adjacent  Land  Use  Designations. 

1 . Primitive  recreation  facilities,  such  as  recreation  cabins,  boat  docks,  moorings 
and  trails  may  be  constructed  and  maintained. 

B.  Major  concentrated  recreation  facilities,  such  as  development  scale  IV  and  V (those 
heavily-modified  or  with  a high  degree  of  site  modification)  will  generally  be 
excluded. 

C.  If  a transportation  link  is  constructed  through  this  Land  Use  Designation,  recreation 
facilities  needed  to  serve  the  traveling  public,  to  reduce  impacts  of  recreation  use  to 
adjacent  wildlands,  or  to  provide  interpretation,  may  be  constructed  in  proximity  to 
the  transportation  link. 

Recreation  Special  Uses 

A.  Major  developments  are  generally  not  consistent  with  the  objectives  of  the  Land  Use 
Designation.  Development  proposals  require  scrutiny  of  the  magnitude  and  scope  for 
Land  Use  Designation  conformance.  Refer  to  the  Recreation  and  Tourism  Forest- 
wide Standards  & Guidelines. 

B.  Minor  developments  may  be  compatible  with  the  Land  Use  Designation  objectives 
depending  on  the  scope,  purpose,  and  magnitude  of  the  proposal.  Each  proposal  will 
be  evaluated  on  a case-by-case  basis.  Refer  to  the  Recreation  and  Tourism  Forest- 
wide Standards  & Guidelines. 

Remote  Recreation  (RM) 

Recreation  Use  Administration:  REC122 

Recreation  Management  and  Operations 

A.  Manage  for  Primitive  recreation  settings,  recognizing  other  Recreation  Opportunity 
Settings  (ROS)  may  be  present  due  to  authorized  activities,  existing  use  patterns,  and 
activities  in  adjacent  Land  Use  Designations.  Strive  to  minimize  these  changes  from 
the  Primitive  ROS  objective. 
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B.  Manage  recreation  and  tourism  use  to  meet  the  levels  of  social  encounters,  on-site 
development,  and  visitor  impacts  indicated  by  the  ROS  charts  in  the  Recreation  and 
Tourism  Forest-wide  & Guidelines. 

Recreation  Special  Uses 

A.  Major  developments  are  generally  not  consistent  with  the  objectives  of  this  Land  Use 
Designation.  Development  proposals  require  scrutiny  of  the  magnitude  and  scope  for 
Land  Use  Designation  conformance.  Refer  to  the  Recreation  and  Tourism  Forest- 
wide Standards  & Guidelines. 

B.  Minor  developments  may  be  compatible  with  the  Land  Use  Designation  objectives 
depending  on  the  scope,  purpose,  and  magnitude  of  the  proposal.  Proposals  will  be 
evaluated  on  a case-by-case  basis.  Refer  to  the  Recreation  and  Tourism  Forest-wide 
Standards  & Guidelines. 

Semi-remote  Recreation  (SM) 

Recreation  Use  Administration:  REC122 

Recreation  Management  and  Operations 

A.  Generally,  manage  for  Semi-primitive  Recreation  Opportunity  Spectrum  (ROS) 
settings.  Enclaves  of  concentrated  recreation  and  tourism  developments  within  the 
Land  Use  Designation  or  management  activities  in  adjacent  Land  Use  Designations 
may  cause  the  ROS  setting  to  become  Roaded  Natural,  Roaded  Modified,  or  Rural. 

B.  Determine  on  a case-by-case  basis  whether  roads,  trails,  and  other  areas  should  be 
closed  to  motorized  recreation  activities;  incorporate  determinations  in  Off-Highway 
Vehicle  (OHV)  Plans. 

1.  Manage  roads  for  Traffic  Service  Level  D except  when  level  C roads  provide 
access  to  or  through  the  Land  Use  Designation.  Occasional  enclaves  of 
concentrated  recreation  and  tourism  developments  could  warrant  higher  service 
levels  in  those  areas. 

C.  Where  roads,  trails,  and  other  areas  are  closed  to  motorized  recreation  activities  or 
vehicles,  provide  Semi-primitive  Non-motorized  recreation  opportunities. 

1.  Permit  use  of  snowmachines,  motorboats,  and  aircraft  for  traditional  activities. 

D.  Permit  small  scale,  rustic  recreation  and  tourism  facilities  such  as  recreation  cabins, 
shelters,  docks,  and  enclaves  of  concentrated  recreation  and  tourism  development. 

1.  During  all  construction  activity: 

* Minimize  site  modification. 

* Minimize  vegetation  clearing  adjacent  to  the  site. 

* Use  colors  found  in  the  natural  environment. 

Recreation  Special  Uses 

A.  Major  and  minor  developments  are  compatible  with  this  Land  Use  Designation. 

Refer  to  the  Recreation  and  Tourism  Forest-wide  Standards  & Guidelines. 
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Forest-Wide  Standards  and  Guidelines 

The  Forest  Plan  contains  many  forest-wide  standards  and  guidelines  that  apply  to  all 
LUDs  on  the  National  Forest  System  lands.  Chapter  4 of  the  Forest  Plan  addresses  these 
standards  and  guidelines  for  recreation  and  tourism;  subsistence;  threatened,  endangered, 
and  sensitive  species;  and  wildlife  habitat  planning  as  they  apply  to  the  protection  and 
management  of  the  different  forest  resources.  The  forest-wide  standards  and  guidelines 
are  used  in  conjunction  with  the  additional  land  use  designation  standards  and  guidelines. 

Recreation  and  Tourism  Forest-wide  Standards  and 
Guidelines  (REC  111,  REC  112,  REC  122) 

The  forest-wide  standards  and  guidelines  for  recreation  and  tourism  are  as  follows: 

Recreation  Resource  Inventory:  REC111 

I.  Recreation  Resource  Opportunities 

A.  Maintain  the  inventory  of  recreation  resource  opportunities  throughout  the 
Forest. 

1 . Use  the  Recreation  Opportunity  Spectrum  (ROS)  system  and  Tongass 
National  Forest  Recreation  places  Inventory.  (Consult  FSM  2310  and 
National/Regional  ROS  Handbooks.) 

2.  Update  existing  ROS  inventories  as  a part  of  specific  project  planning  and 
implementation,  and  whenever  project  activities  cause  a change  in 
recreation  setting  conditions  significant  enough  to  reclassify  the  affected 
area. 

3.  Maintain  the  necessary  data  to  determine  the  individual  and/or  cumulative 
changes  in  ROS  class  distribution  throughout  the  Forest. 

Recreation  Resource  Planning:  REC112 

I.  Interagency  Planning 

A.  The  principal  feature  that  sets  National  Forest  System  lands  apart  from  most 
other  suppliers  of  outdoor  recreation  is  the  ability  to  provide  opportunities  for 
generally  unconfmed  outdoor  recreation,  free  of  urban  influences.  National 
policy  directs  that  these  special  opportunities  be  maintained  for  current  and 
future  generations;  and  that  National  Forest  recreation  focus  primarily  on 
activities  which  require  a large  land  base  and  provide  a contrast  to  urbanization. 
As  a part  of  the  National  Forest  role  of  helping  meet  national  and  regional  social 
needs,  endeavor  to  encourage  traditional  American  values  such  as  a conservation 
ethic,  appreciation  of  nature,  national  and  community  pride,  and  national  and 
community  well-being  including  the  stability  of  lifestyle  and  character. 
Accomplish  this  through  providing  opportunities  and  programs  which  are 
appropriate  to  the  forest  environment,  dependent  upon  natural  settings,  and 
which  help  participants  experience  and  understand  nature. 

1 . Determine  the  appropriate  role  of  the  National  Forest  System  lands  in 
providing  natural  resource-based  recreation  opportunities,  sites,  facilities, 
and  experiences.  Within  the  context  of  National  policy,  cooperate  and 
coordinate  with  National,  state,  and  local  agencies  in  providing  a balance  of 
outdoor  recreation  opportunities  throughout  Southeast  Alaska. 
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2.  Use  the  ROS  framework  of  settings  and  experience  opportunities  to  define 
the  capabilities  of  National  Forest  System  lands  to  meet  identified  recreation 
needs  and  services.  (Consult  ROS  Handbooks  and  Forest  ROS  maps.) 

B.  Provide  recreation  opportunities  on  National  Forest  System  lands  in  concert 
with,  and  supplemental  to,  those  opportunities  which  are  located  on  other  land 
ownerships  and  jurisdictions.  Generally,  recreation  areas,  sites,  and  facilities 
located  on  National  Forest  System  lands  should: 

1.  Complement  commercial  public  services  (i.e.,  resorts,  marinas,  stores, 
service  stations)  within  communities  or  on  private  or  other  public  land. 

2.  Support  a system  of  anchorages  suitable  for  recreation  boats  along  small 
boat  waterways  which  connect  communities  or  provide  access  to  popular 
recreation  attractions. 

3.  Provide  other  appropriate  facilities  to  meet  specific  identified  recreation 
needs  on  a case-by-case  basis. 

C.  Cooperatively  participate  with  local  communities  and  user  groups  when 
implementing  recreation  development  projects.  Implementation  should: 

1 . Involve  the  public  and  affected  communities,  landowners,  and  other  affected 
interest  groups  in  the  project  planning  process. 

2.  Recognize  that  recreation  use  by  residents  and  tourists  radiate  from 
communities  and  service  centers  to  use  lands  and  facilities  under  a variety  of 
ownerships  and  jurisdictions. 

3.  Verify  the  local  role  of  the  Forest  Service  in  providing  recreation 
opportunities,  services,  and  facilities. 

4.  Verify  the  basis  for  developing  Forest  Service  recreation-related  projects. 

5.  Identify  sites  and  activities  where  joint  or  cooperative  development  or 
management  is  desirable.  Include  opportunities  for  such  things  as:  on-site 
interpretation  of  natural  and  cultural  resources,  particularly  on  lands  of 
mixed  ownership;  providing  public  information  through  joint  publications; 
joint  cabin  reservation  systems;  or  construction,  operation,  and  maintenance 
agreements. 

6.  Consult  FSM  2300  and  internal  Service-wide  Handbooks. 

II.  Integrated  Resource  Planning 

A.  During  non-recreation  project  planning,  assess  the  effects  of  these  projects  on 
the  diversity  and  quality  of  recreation  settings  and  activity  opportunities  within, 
and  adjacent  to,  the  project  area. 

1 . Where  recreation  resources  may  be  affected,  analyze  the  opportunities 
foregone  due  to  resource  management  actions.  During  project  planning  and 
design,  consider  valid  substitutes  for  recreation  settings  and  activity 
opportunities. 

B.  Identify  opportunities  to  enhance  existing,  and  provide  additional,  recreation 
activities,  opportunities  and  services  where  desirable  to  meet  local  or  Forest- 
wide recreation  demands.  Give  particular  attention  to  opportunities  which:  are  in 
relatively  short  supply  within  the  day-use  travel  distance  of  communities,  are 
important  to  local  users,  are  important  to  tourism  and  commercial  service 
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providers,  provide  a base  for  visitor  use  of  primitive  and  semi-primitive  areas, 
compliment  recreation  programs  of  communities,  the  state,  and  private 
landowners,  contribute  to  the  supply  of  Semi -primitive  Motorized  opportunities, 
and  those  related  to  the  unique  combination  of  marine,  wildlife,  and  fish 
resources  characteristic  of  Southeast  Alaska.  Consider  opportunities  including, 
but  not  limited  to: 

• Additional  public  recreation  cabins 

• Fish  viewing,  angling,  and  fishing  access 

• Ice  fishing 

• Fuelwood  gathering 

• Wildlife  viewing 

• Hunting 

• Interpretation  of  natural  or  cultural  resources 

• Interpretation  of  management  activities 

• Snowmobile  and/or  cross-country  skiing  and  access 

• Access  to  beaches  and  other  attraction  features 

• Loop  travel  routes  (roads,  trails,  and  water  routes) 

• Scenic  marine  and  road  travel  corridors 

• Parking/camping  places  for  recreation  vehicles,  bicyclists,  and  boaters 

• Resort  and  lodge  opportunities  to  serve  as  visitor  bases 

C.  Coordinate,  to  the  extent  feasible,  recreation  project  development  with  fish  and 
wildlife  habitat  improvement,  and  road  projects. 

D.  Designate  the  Forest  open  to  Off-Highway  Vehicles  (OHV)  off  of  open  roads 
unless  site-specific  closures  are  made.  Wilderness  areas  are  closed  to  OHV's 
except  for  snowmachines  and  for  local  traditional  use  of  OHV's  related  to 
subsistence  activities. 

1 . Coordinate  Off-Highway  Vehicle  (OHV)  planning  and  management  with 
other  resource  concerns  and  adjacent  landowners. 

2.  Provide  a diversity  of  OHV  recreational  opportunities  across  the  forest 
where  consistent  with  the  criteria  in  FSM  2355,  which  includes: 

a)  The  use  is  compatible  with  established  land  management  and  resource 
objectives. 

b)  The  use  is  consistent  with  the  capability  and  suitability  of  the  resource. 

c)  There  is  demonstrated  demand  which  cannot  be  better  satisfied 
elsewhere. 

3.  Review  OHV  plans  and  temporary  designations  implemented  since  the  last 
review  (consult  36  CFR  295).  Develop  other  access  and  travel  management 
plans  by  areas  and/or  districts  as  the  need  arises.  Identify  specific  areas, 
roads,  trails,  and  water  surfaces  that  are  open,  restricted,  or  closed  to 
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motorized  and  non-motorized  mechanical  conveyance,  watercraft,  and 
conditions  of  use.  Recreation,  subsistence,  and  authorized  uses  may  be 
considered  separately  depending  on  the  circumstances. 

III.  Tourism 

A.  Tourism  is  a major  industry  in  Southeast  Alaska.  The  forest  provides  the 

backdrop  as  well  as  the  land  base  for  many  tourism  activities,  including  several 
of  the  state's  leading  attractions.  The  size  and  extent  of  the  forest  has  a profound 
influence  on  the  amount  and  nature  of  opportunities  for  the  tourism  industry. 

1 . Work  with  the  tourism  industry  and  government  agencies  in  assessing  the 
value  and  contribution  of  the  industry  to  the  economy  of  Southeast  Alaska. 
Identify  the  role  and  contribution  made  by  the  Tongass  National  Forest  to 
the  industry  and  the  region. 

2.  Cooperate  with  the  tourism  industry  and  appropriate  government  agencies  in 
conducting  and  assessing  visitor  studies.  These  studies  include: 
identification  of  activities,  attractions,  and  attributes  visitors  seek;  response 
to  management  activities;  demographic  traits;  and,  detection  of  changing 
trends. 

3.  Coordinate  information  and  marketing  efforts  with  tourism  providers  and 
promoters  to  complement  efforts,  to  target  markets  for  new  and  existing 
opportunities,  and  to  meet  Forest  Service  management  objectives. 

4.  Work  with  government  agencies,  organizations,  and  the  private  sector  to 
identify,  facilitate,  and  develop  tourism  opportunities. 

5.  Consider  access,  infrastructure,  and  other  needs  of  the  tourism  industry  at 
the  project  planning  level.  Incorporate  these  needs  into  project  design  and 
implementation. 

Recreation  Use  Administration:  REC122 

I.  Coordination  with  Wilderness  Management 

A.  Evaluate  the  effects  of  location,  design,  and  operation  of  developed  sites  and 
roads  adjacent  to  Wilderness.  Develop  and  operate  projects  to  complement 
wilderness  management  objectives  and  to  avoid  degradation  of  wilderness 
values. 

B.  Ensure  that  special-use  activities  and  facilities  adjacent  to  Wilderness  are 
located,  designed,  and  operated  in  a manner  which  complements  wilderness 
management  objectives  and  that  avoids  degradation  of  wilderness  values. 

II.  Recreation  Special  Uses 

A.  Commercial  Recreation  Opportunities 

1.  Work  with  recreation  service  partners  and  the  tourism  industry  in  identifying 
and  developing  services  and  opportunities.  Recreation  service  partners 
provide  services  and  opportunities  that  supplement  the  use  and  enjoyment  of 
the  national  forests  by  a variety  of  people. 

a)  Identify  opportunities  for  commercial  recreation  use,  services,  and 
developments. 
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b)  Facilitate  authorizing  commercial  recreation  use,  services,  and 
developments  by: 

(1)  Authorizing  commercial  recreational  developments  and  services 
where  there  is  a public  need,  and  no  private  lands  are  available  or 
suitable  for  development.  Refer  to  each  Land  Use  Designation 
management  prescription  to  determine  its  appropriateness  for 
development. 

(2)  Managing  recreation  special  uses  in  accordance  with  the  direction 
in  LAND  122  -Special-Use  Authorizations  (items  A.  1-1 3 apply  to 
recreation  special  uses),  and  outfitter/guide  services  in  this  section. 

(3)  Working  with  recreation  service  partners  to  provide  agency 
identity,  customer  information  and  programs,  natural  resource 
education,  and  to  instill  a land  stewardship  ethic. 

2.  Use  the  following  guidelines  in  addressing  the  appropriateness  of  recreation 
special-use  proposals  in  each  of  the  Land  Use  Designations  after  evaluating 
factors  in  l.b.  above.  They  provide  a framework  to  guide  major  and  minor 
development  proposals.  Four  strategies  (not  allowed,  discouraged,  case-by- 
case,  compatible)  are  identified  for  guidance;  one  is  assigned  to  each  Land 
Use  Designation  to  address  major  and  minor  proposals  (see  next  page).  The 
definitions  and  strategies  applied  to  major  and  minor  developments  are  as 
follows: 

Major  Development 

Major  recreation  and  tourism  developments  provided  by  the  private 
sector  involve  long-term  commitment  of  the  land  base,  with  a moderate 
to  high  level  of  site  modification.  They  involve  large  buildings  or 
complexes  of  buildings  and  facilities,  and  often  provide  several  services 
in  a concentrated  area.  Comfort  and  convenience  are  provided  for 
guests,  and  facilities  can  generally  accommodate  more  than  12  people. 
The  proposals  are  typically  Development  Scale  3,  4,  or  5,  and  Roaded 
Natural  or  Rural  ROS  settings.  Site  reclamation  involves  extensive 
removal  of  facilities  and  improvements,  revegetation,  recontouring,  etc., 
and  greater  than  5 years  to  attain  a natural  appearance.  Examples 
include  destination  resorts  and  lodges,  food  and  beverage  services, 
downhill  ski  areas,  marinas  and  gas  stations,  and  full  service 
campgrounds. 

Minor  Development 

Minor  recreation  and  tourism  developments  provided  by  the  private 
sector  involve  only  minor  site  modifications.  They  involve  small  rustic 
facilities  and/or  improvements,  generally  with  a single  purpose  or 
service,  and  may  involve  several  sites  or  an  extensive  area.  Basic 
essentials  are  typically  provided,  and  can  generally  accommodate  12  or 
fewer  people  per  site.  The  proposals  are  typically  Development  Scale  1 
and  2,  with  a Semi-Primitive  ROS  setting.  Site  reclamation  involves 
simple  removal  of  facilities  and  little  or  no  revegetation;  a natural 
appearance  can  be  attained  in  a few  years.  Examples  include  cabins, 
huts,  small  docks,  cross-country  ski  trails  with  simple  facilities, 
temporary  or  portable  camps,  and  simple  and  rustic  campgrounds. 
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Major  and  Minor  Recreation-related  Developments 


Major 

Minor 

Not  Allowed 

Wilderness 

Wilderness  National  Monument 
Research  Natural  Area 
Wild  River 

Wilderness 

Wilderness  National  Monument 
Research  Natural  Area 

Discouraged 

Nonwildemess  National  Monument 
Remote  Recreation 
Municipal  Watershed 
LUD  II 

Experimental  Forest 

Municipal  Watershed 
Experimental  Forest 

Case-by-Case 

Special  Interest  Area 
Old-growth  Habitat 
Scenic  River 
Modified  Landscape 
Timber  production 
Minerals 

Transportation  and  Utility  Systems 

Nonwildemess  National  Monument 

Remote  Recreation 

Special  Interest  Area 

Old-growth  Habitat 

Wild  River 

Modified  Landscape 

Timber  production 

Minerals 

Transportation  & Utility  System 
LUD  II 

Compatible 

Semi-Remote  Recreation 
Recreational  River 
Scenic  Viewshed 

Semi-Remote  Recreation 
Recreational  River 
Scenic  Viewshed 
Scenic  River 

Definitions 

Not  Allowed  Recreation  special-use  developments  are  not  allowed  by  law  or  regulation  or  are  not  consistent 
with  agency  policy  and  regulations. 


Discouraged  Recreation  special-use  developments  are  generally  not  consistent  with  the  objectives  of  the 
Land  Use  Designation.  Development  proposals  require  scrutiny  of  magnitude  and  scope  for 
LUD  conformance. 


Case-by-Case  Recreation  special-use  developments  may  be  compatible  with  the  LUD  objectives  depending 
upon  the  scope,  purpose,  and  magnitude  of  the  proposal.  Proposals  will  be  evaluated  on  a case- 
by-case  basis. 

Compatible  Recreation  special-use  developments  are  generally  compatible  with  this  LUD,  and  applicants 
are  encouraged  to  examine  these  areas  first  where  there  is  a public  need  and  no  private  lands 
are  available  or  suitable  for  development. 
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3 . When  determined  that  a development  or  activity  is  suitable,  use  information 
in  the  following  table  in  addressing  the  maximum  amount  of  use  for  each 
facility  or  site  in  each  Land  Use  Designation.  The  numbers  in  the  table  are 
guidelines;  the  actual  numbers  authorized  could  be  larger  or  smaller 
depending  on  site-specific  analysis.  Refer  to  section  4.d)(3)  in  this  section 
for  allocation  guidelines. 


Maximum  Recreation  and  Tourism  Development  Generally  Allowed  by  LUD1 


Land  Use 
Designation 

Permanent 

Overnight 

Facilities 

(number  of 
overnight 
guests) 

Day-use 

Facilities 

(number  of  users 
per  day) 

Flight-based 

Sightseeing 

(number  of 
landings  per  site 
per  day) 

Boardwalk 
Paths  and 
Trails 

Equipment 

Storage 

Campgrounds 

(number  of  sites  per 
campground  — 
includes  RV  sites) 

Wilderness 

none2 

none 

3 or  63'4 

yes 

none2 

none 

Wilderness 

Monument 

none2 

none 

3 or  63'4 

yes 

none2 

none 

Nonwildemess 

Monument 

none2 

none 

3 or  63  4 

yes 

none2 

none 

Research  Natural 
Area 

none 

none 

none 

none 

none 

none 

Special  Interest 
Area 

case-by-case5 

case-by-case3 

case-by-case5 

case-by-case5 

case-by-case5 

case-by-case3 

Remote 

Recreation 

10 

24 

10 

yes 

yes 

none 

Municipal 

Watershed 

case-by-case 

case-by-case 

case-by-case 

case-by-case 

case-by-case 

case-by-case 

Old-growth 

Habitat 

24 

50 

10 

yes 

yes 

none 

Semi-remote 

Recreation 

24/1506 

50/3006 

10/1006 

yes 

yes 

10/756 

LUD  II 

24 

50 

10 

yes 

yes 

10 

Wild  River 

10 

24 

10 

yes 

no 

none 

Scenic  River 

100 

300 

50 

yes 

yes 

40 

Recreational 

River 

150 

1,000 

100 

yes 

yes 

75 

Experimental 

Forest 

none 

none 

none 

case-by-case 

none 

none 

Scenic  Viewshed 

150 

1,000 

100 

yes 

yes 

75 

Modified 

Landscape 

150 

1,000 

100 

yes 

yes 

75 

Timber 

production 

150 

1,000 

100 

yes 

yes 

75 

Minerals 

case-bv-case 

case-by-case 

case-by-case 

case-by-case 

case-by-case 

case-by-case 

'The  actual  numbers  authorized  could  be  larger  or  smaller  depending  on  site-specific  analysis 
2Except  for  ANELCA  exceptions 

Consistent  with  existing  or  adopted  ROS  class  (3  for  Primitive  ROS,  6 in  other  ROS  classes  in  wilderness) 
4Public  helicopter  landings  are  currently  prohibited  (1 1/96).  A separate  analysis  is  being  completed  to 
determine  whether  helicopter  landings  are  appropriate 
'Must  be  compatible  with  Special  Interest  Area  objectives 

6First  number  is  for  most  areas  within  the  LUD  and  the  second  is  for  enclaves  of  recreation  and  tourism 
developments 
To  allow  for  mine  tours 
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4.  Public  Outfitter/Guide  services 

a)  Authorize  the  services  of  qualified  outfitters  and  guides  to  the  public 
where  the  need  for  the  service  has  been  identified  and  is  compatible 
with  the  objectives  and  management  direction  of  the  affected  Land  Use 
Designations.  The  services  of  outfitters  and  guides  should  facilitate  the 
use,  enjoyment,  understanding,  and  appreciation  of  National  Forest 
recreation  settings. 

b)  Manage  outfitter  and  guide  services  as  partnerships  with  the  Forest 
Service,  as  a way  to  nurture  and  encourage  assistance  and  support  for 
attaining  the  objectives  of  the  Land  Use  Designation,  and  to  assist  in 
increased  public  understanding  and  appreciation  of  the  Forest  Service's 
mission  and  goals. 

c)  Encourage  skilled  and  experienced  individuals,  organizations,  and 
companies  to  conduct  outfitting  and  guiding  activities  in  a manner  that 
assures  National  Forest  visitors  receive  quality  services. 

d)  Administer  Outfitter/Guide  special-use  authorizations  in  accordance 
with  the  direction  in  FSM  2720,  FSH  2709.1 1 and  Regional 
Supplements. 

(1)  Outfitting  and  guiding  operations  should  not  require  permanent 
improvements  occupying  National  Forest  System  lands.  Encourage 
operations  which  require  only  temporary  facilities,  easily  removed 
at  the  end  of  the  use  season. 

(2)  Authorize  outfitter/guide  operations  on  the  basis  of  the  following 
criteria: 

(a)  The  affected  ecosystem(s)  have  the  capability  to  accommodate 
the  expected  kinds  of  activities  and  amounts  of  use  without 
degradation  of  ecosystem  composition  and  structure. 

(b)  Existing  or  proposed  operations  and  activities  are  appropriate 
for  the  specific  ROS  settings  within  the  Land  Use  Designation. 

(c)  Adverse  impacts  to  popular  or  highly-valued  local  areas  with 
outfitter/guide  operations  are  minimized. 

(d)  There  is  a demonstrated  public  need  for  the  services  to  be 
offered  and/or  the  services  will  enhance  the  objectives  of  the 
Land  Use  Designation. 

(e)  The  operations  can  be  carried  out  in  a manner  that  is 
compatible  with  existing  or  expected  use  by  the  non-guided 
public. 

(f)  Adverse  impacts  to  subsistence  users  are  minimized. 

(3)  Authorize  outfitter/guide  operations  through  the  issuance  of 
priority  use  permits,  whenever  possible,  supplemented  with 
temporary  permits.  Assign  priority  use  and  temporary  use  permits 
within  a Land  Use  Designation  based  on  the  following: 

(a)  Generally  allocate  no  more  than  one-half  the  appropriate 
capacity  of  the  Land  Use  Designation  to  outfitter/guide 
operations  on  an  administrative  area  (Chatham,  Stikine, 
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Ketchikan)  basis.  For  specific  locations,  consider  different 
allocations  based  on  historical  use,  changing  demand,  spatial 
zoning,  or  temporal  zoning. 

(b)  Party  size  and  distribution  of  groups. 

(i)  Wilderness,  Monument,  and  Wild  River  Land  Use 
Designations,  and  Primitive  ROS  settings:  Generally 
consider  a party  size  of  no  more  than  12  persons  for  any 
one  site  or  activity  group.  A higher  group  size  may  be 
authorized  where  it  is  desirable  to  have  a higher 
guide/client  ratio  for  safety  purposes  or  youth  groups. 

(ii)  Semi-primitive  ROS  settings  outside  of  Wilderness: 

Party  size  should  generally  be  limited  to  12-20  people. 
Within  the  LUD  II,  Old-growth  Habitat,  and  Semi-Remote 
Land  Use  Designations,  larger  party  sizes  may  be  allowed 
in  limited  locations  for  up  to  15%  of  the  primary  use 
season  for  nature-based  interpretive  activities  if  physical 
site  conditions  can  tolerate  it.  Larger  party  sizes  may  be 
allowed  to  go  ashore  at  one  location  and  split  up  into 
smaller  parties  not  within  sight  or  sound  of  each  other. 

(iii)  Other  ROS  settings:  Consider  site  capacities  and  impacts 
to  other  users  and  resource  values  to  establish  party  size 
limits. 

(4)  Where  there  is  surplus  capacity  not  being  used  by  the  general 
public,  temporary  use  for  specific  periods  of  time  (not  to  exceed 
one  year)  may  be  authorized.  Such  temporary  use  does  not  qualify 
for  credit  toward  priority  use  by  a permit  holder. 

e)  Cooperate  with  state  and  local  authorities  and  user  organizations  to 
resolve  situations  where  illegal  outfitters  are  known  to  be  operating. 
(Consult  FSM  5300.) 

B.  Non-commercial  Recreation  Uses 

1 . Issue  no  authorizations  to  construct  new  private  recreation  facilities,  such  as 
private  recreation  cabins. 

2.  Maintain  non-commercial  recreation  special-use  authorizations  except  as 
provided  for  in  FSM  2347.  Allow  replacement  of  existing  facilities  with 
similar  facilities. 

3.  Manage  cabins  and  related  structures  which  were  existing,  but  unauthorized, 
prior  to  ANILCA  (December  2,  1980),  in  accordance  with  the  direction  in 
LAND  122  - Cabins. 

4.  Manage  recreation  special  uses  in  accordance  with  the  direction  in 
LAND  122  - Special-Use  Authorizations. 

III.  Recreation  Settings 

A.  Provide  a broad  spectrum  of  outdoor  recreation  opportunities  in  accordance  with 
the  existing  capabilities  of  the  National  Forest  as  indicated  by  the  ROS 
inventory,  and  in  accordance  with  the  ROS  guidelines  at  the  end  of  this  section. 
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1 . Manage  recreation  use  in  a manner  that  is  compatible  with  the  long-term 
objectives  of  the  Land  Use  Designation.  Maintain  the  capability  of  all  Land 
Use  Designations  to  provide  appropriate  quality  recreation  opportunities  on 
a sustained  basis. 

2.  In  Land  Use  Designations  where  non-recreation  resource  management 
activities  are  emphasized,  manage  to  continue  providing  the  current  settings 
and  opportunities  until  scheduled  activities  and  practices  cause  a change  in 
the  ROS  setting.  When  scheduled  activities  change  the  recreation  setting, 
manage  the  new  setting  in  accordance  with  the  appropriate  ROS  guidelines. 

B.  Manage  recreation  resource  activities  and  facilities  in  accordance  with  the 

established  Regional  guidelines  and  the  ROS  guidelines  at  the  end  of  this  section 
or  Wilderness-specific  ROS  guidelines  approved  by  the  Forest  Service  officer 
with  delegated  authority.  All  recreation  planning  and  management  activities  will 
address  the  setting  indicators.  They  are  described  by  ROS  class  in  the  guidelines 
at  the  end  of  this  section,  and  are  defined  as  follows: 

1.  Visual  Quality  - The  Visual  Quality  Objective  (VQO)  describes  varying 
degrees  of  allowable  alteration  of  the  characteristic  landscape  in  each  ROS 
setting.  The  key  to  managing  landscape  character  in  each  ROS  setting  is  to 
apply  the  guidelines  for  the  adopted  Visual  Quality  Objective  and  the 
Scenery  Forest-wide  Standards  & Guidelines.  (Consult  FSH  2309.22.) 

2.  Access  - Access  includes  the  mode  of  transport  used  within  the  area  and 
service  levels  of  roads. 

3.  Remoteness  - Remoteness  concerns  the  extent  to  which  individuals  perceive 
themselves  removed  from  the  sights  and  sounds  of  human  activity. 
Remoteness  criteria  can  be  modified  to  conform  to  natural  barriers, 
screening,  vegetative  cover,  or  topographic  relief. 

4.  Visitor  Management  - Visitor  management  includes  both  the  regulation  and 
control  of  visitor  activities,  as  well  as  providing  information  and  services  to 
aid  their  enjoyment  and  use  of  an  area.  A major  reason  underlying 
participation  in  outdoor  recreation  is  to  get  away  from  the  controls  and 
constraints  of  the  everyday  world.  Care  and  sensitivity  are  exercised  in  the 
methods  used  to  implement  visitor  management.  In  managing  recreation 
places,  resolving  behavioral  problems  should  be  given  a high  priority.  The 
presence  of  controls  and  the  way  in  which  they  are  implemented  is  as  much 
a part  of  the  recreation  setting  as  the  physical  environment. 

The  type,  level,  and  location  of  information  provided  to  users  can  enhance 
or  detract  from  the  desired  experience.  Generally,  on-site  information  is 
appropriate  in  the  more  developed  ROS  settings,  while  off-site  sources  are 
more  appropriate  in  the  more  primitive  ROS  settings  and  Wilderness. 

5.  On-Site  Recreation  Development  - On-site  development  refers  to  the  scale 
and  appropriateness  of  site  modification  and  facilities.  Design  and  location 
of  site  development  activities  should  consider  the  following  criteria: 

a)  Extent  of  site  development.  Is  it  limited  to  a few  isolated  locations  or 
distributed  throughout  the  area? 

b)  Evidence  of  the  activity.  Are  proposed  materials  compatible  with  those 
found  in  the  characteristic  landscape?  Will  the  activity  meet  the  adopted 
Visual  Quality  Objective(s)  of  the  Land  Use  Designation? 
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c)  Complexity  and  scale  of  the  activity.  Are  the  scale  and  complexity 
appropriate  for  the  intended  use  and  compatible  with  other  structures 
and  attributes  of  a site? 

d)  Purpose.  Are  facilities  for  convenience  and  comfort,  or  safety  and 
resource  protection? 

e)  Development  scale  for  recreation  facilities.  Is  the  facility  development 
scale  compatible  with  the  desired  ROS  class  setting,  in  accordance  with 
the  following  definitions? 

Development  Scale  for  Recreation  Facilities 

I.  Minimum  site  modification.  Rustic/rudimentary  improvements  for  site  protection 
only. 

II.  Little  site  modification.  Rustic/rudimentary  improvements  for  site  protection  and 
some  comfort  for  user.  On-land  motorized  access  with  some  traffic  controls. 

III.  Moderate  site  modification.  Facilities  equally  designed  for  resource  protection  and 
user  comfort.  Contemporary/rustic  design  of  facilities.  Interpretive  services  often 
informal,  but  on-site. 

IV.  Site  heavily  modified.  Some  facilities  strictly  for  user  comfort  and  convenience  of 
user.  Roads  hard  surfaced  with  obvious  traffic  controls.  High  density  units/acre. 

V.  High  degree  of  site  modification.  Facilities  mostly  designed  for  comfort  and 

convenience  of  user.  Flush  toilets  and  electrical  hook-ups  common.  Synthetic 
materials  often  used.  Formal,  sophisticated  interpretive  facilities  available.  Site  often 
landscaped  with  exotic  materials. 


6.  Social  Encounters  - The  term  social  encounters  refers  to  the  number  and 
type  of  other  people  met  in  the  area,  along  travelways,  or  camped  within 
sight  or  sound.  They  are  generally  measured  by  the  number  of  parties  an 
individual  or  group  may  encounter.  A typical  independent  party  consists  of 
3-4  people  traveling  as  a social  group.  Guided  or  organization  groups  are 
typically  larger. 

7.  Visitor  Impacts  - Visitor  impacts  refer  to  the  affect  of  recreation  use  on 
other  resources  such  as  soil,  vegetation,  water,  air,  and  wildlife.  The 
management  intent  is  not  necessarily  how  to  prevent  human-induced  change, 
but  one  of  deciding  how  much  change  is  acceptable,  and  the  actions  needed 
for  control.  In  general,  user  expectations  are  for  minimum  signs  of  human- 
caused  alterations  at  the  primitive  end  of  the  ROS  and  more  acceptance  of 
alterations  near  the  developed  end.  One  method  to  reduce  visitor  impacts  is 
through  site  hardening.  Site  hardening  includes  paving,  barriers,  campsites, 
trails,  viewing  platforms,  etc. 

8.  Use  the  ROS  charts  at  the  end  of  this  section  in  project  planning  and 
analysis,  and  as  guidelines  to  establish  appropriate  levels  of  use,  scale  and 
kinds  of  facilities,  Visual  Quality  Objectives,  types  of  access,  and  services 
to  meet  local  and  Regional  needs  and  desired  recreation  setting  conditions. 

IV.  Developed  Site  Management 

A.  Implement  the  Meaningful  Measures  process  for  quality  recreation  management. 
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V.  Recreation  Construction  and  Rehabilitation 

A.  Provide  development  facilities  appropriate  to  the  ROS  setting  after  determining 
that  the  private  sector  is  not  able  or  willing  to  meet  the  demand. 

B.  Maintain  cost-effective  developed  recreation  facilities  which  complement  non- 
Forest  Service  developments  in  the  same  community  home  range  or  service 
center  area. 

C.  Provide  barrier-free,  accessible  facilities  appropriate  to  the  site  development 
level  and  area  ROS  setting. 

D.  Evaluate  the  location  and  need  for  recreation  facilities  which  lie  within  identified 
100-year  flood  plains  as  to  the  specific  hazards  and  values  involved  with  the  site 
and  its  use.  Thoroughly  explore  viable  alternatives.  (Consult  FSM  2527.) 

E.  Use  the  regional  recreation  capital  investment  process  and  criteria  for  the 
identification  of  recreation  construction  and  reconstruction  projects. 

VI.  Interpretive  Services 

A.  Provide  an  Interpretive  Services  Program  that  is  designed  to  accurately  and 
adequately  develop  an  interest  and  understanding  of  the  environments  of  the 
Forest  and  Southeast  Alaska,  and  the  mission  of  the  Forest  Service  in  managing 
the  National  Forest. 

B.  Conduct  on-site  interpretive  activities  to  a level  consistent  with  Land  Use 
Designation  objectives. 

C.  Assist  visitors  and  users  to  understand  the  role  of  natural  and  cultural  resources 
in  the  development  of  industry,  heritage  and  culture  in  Southeast  Alaska.  Relate 
these  roles  to  the  rest  of  the  state,  Canada,  and  the  nation. 

D.  Promote  visitor  understanding  of  the  National  Forest  System,  Forest  Research, 
and  State  and  Private  Forestry  programs. 

1 . Emphasize  understanding  of  stewardship  of  public  lands  and  their 
productivity  through  professional  forest  management  with  balanced  use  of 
natural  resources. 

2.  Develop  Interpretive  Services  programs  for  all  principal  resource 
management  programs.  Information  should  emphasize  the  integration  of 
management  activities  designed  to  achieve  the  goals  and  objectives 
developed  for  specific  areas. 

E.  Inform  visitors  of  the  distribution,  differences,  and  roles  of  the  Federal,  state  and 
private  lands  found  in  Southeast  Alaska  and  the  range  of  recreation  and  cultural 
interest  opportunities  and  facilities  available. 

1 . Continue  to  pursue  and  implement  cooperative  interpretive  partnerships 
with  other  Federal  and  state  land  management  agencies  consistent  with  the 
principal  travel  routes  and  activity  centers  used  by  forest  visitors. 

2.  Provide  an  array  of  imaginative  and  dynamic  media  by  which  interpretive 
messages  are  made  available  to  the  visitor.  Use  a spectrum  of  media  and 
presentation  designs  that  are  appealing,  appropriate  for  the  setting,  easily 
understood  by  the  intended  audience,  and  reflect  the  Forest  Service  as  a 
professional  and  caring  land  management  agency. 
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3.  Continue  to  provide  accurate  and  timely  information  about  Southeast  Alaska 
and  the  Tongass  National  Forest.  Continue  the  Forest  Service's  leadership 
role  for  the  Southeast  Alaska  Visitor  Center  in  Ketchikan. 

4.  Continue  to  provide  or  improve  interpretive  services  programs  and  facilities 
such  as  those  at  Mendenhall  Glacier,  Centennial  Hall  (Juneau),  and  aboard 
the  Alaska  Marine  Highway  ferries.  Support  shall  include  identification  of 
current  issues  and  events  of  interest  to  forest  visitors,  adequate  staffing  to 
meet  program  objectives,  assistance  in  training  the  seasonal  and  volunteer 
staff,  and  objective  evaluation  of  programs  to  assure  accurate  and  positive 
coverage  of  the  natural  and  cultural  resources  on  the  Tongass  National 
Forest  and  their  management. 

5.  Expand  the  use  of  the  Alaska  Natural  History  Association  (ANFLA)  as  an 
interpretive  partner  to  provide  forest  visitors  with  a broad  range  of 
interpretive  media.  These  may  include,  but  are  not  limited  to,  publications, 
video  and  audio  tapes,  and  other  media  that  feature  the  natural  and  cultural 
resources  of  the  Tongass  National  Forest  and  the  heritage  of  Southeast 
Alaska.  Encourage  all  types  of  support  and  donations  to  ANHA  which  can 
be  used  to  develop  additional  materials  and  programs. 

6.  In  partnership  with  communities,  organizations,  and  individuals,  develop 
additional  ANHA  outlets  at  locations  that  will  best  serve  Forest  customers. 

7.  Continue  to  support  the  Elderhostel  Education  Program  in  local 
communities  and  aboard  the  Alaska  Marine  Highway  as  budgets  will  allow. 

F.  Provide  a coordinated  program  of  awareness  and  training  for  all  employees,  and 
partners  (including  outfitter/guides  and  other  public  service  permit  holders)  to 
ensure  a consistent  program  of  public  service. 

1 . Encourage  other  agency  participation  in  Forest  Interpretive  Services  training 
programs. 

2.  Ensure  that  the  Forest  Sendee  mission  and  image  remain  predominantly 
visible  at  all  Forest  Service  facilities  through  the  use  of  uniformed  Forest 
Service  personnel,  the  Forest  Service  shield,  and  other  media. 

3.  To  the  extent  feasible,  provide  training  about  national  forest  resources, 
points  of  interest  and  management  to  all  interested  outfitter/guides,  industry 
representatives  and  other  partners. 

VII.  Recreation  Use 

A.  Gather  recreation  use  information  to  use  in  project  and  forest  planning.  Many 
sources  of  information  should  be  used  to  gather  data,  such  as  cabin  permits, 
campground,  and  visitor  center  use,  trailhead  registers,  dispersed  sampling, 
outfitter/guides,  ferry  and  cruiseship  arrivals,  and  employee  or  public 
observations. 

B.  Identify  those  recreation  uses  that  may  be  in  conflict  with  each  other.  Reduce 
recreation  user  conflicts  and  polarization.  Work  with  affected  publics  in  finding 
solutions  to  defuse  or  resolve  conflicts  or  concerns. 
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ROS  Class 


Primitive 


Setting  Indicators 

Standards  and  Guidelines 

Visual  Quality 

Not  to  exceed  the  Retention  Visual  Quality  Objective.  An  Existing  Visual 
Condition  of  Preservation  is  fully  compatible  and  encouraged. 

Access 

Cross-country  travel  and  travel  on  non-motorized  trails  and  on  waterways 
is  typical.  Use  of  airplanes,  helicopters,  motorboats  and  snowmachines  for 
traditional  activities,  subsistence,  emergency  search  and  rescue,  and  other 
authorized  resource  management  activities  may  occur  but  is  rare. 

Remoteness 

No  or  infrequent  sights  and  sounds  of  human  activity  are  present.  Setting 
is  located  more  than  1 .5  hours  walking  or  paddling  distance,  or  3 miles, 
from  any  human  developments  other  than  infrequently-traveled  marine 
travelways.  Areas  are  generally  greater  than  5,000  acres,  but  may  be 
smaller  if  contiguous  with  a Semi-primitive  class. 

Visitor  Management 

On-site  regimentation  and  controls  are  very  rare.  Signing  is  limited  to 
directional  information  and  safety.  There  are  no  on-site  interpretive 
facilities.  There  is  great  opportunity  for  discovery  on  the  part  of  the  users. 

On-site  Recreation 

Structures  do  not  exceed  Development  Scale  I,  except  for  public 

Development 

recreation  cabins,  and  are  maintained  for  appropriate  levels  of  use. 

Social  Encounters 

User  meets  less  than  3 parties  per  day  during  trip.  No  other  parties  are 
within  sight  or  sound  of  dispersed  campsites  or  cabins.  Maximum  party 
size  is  generally  12  people. 

Visitor  Impacts 

Visitor-caused  impacts  to  resources  are  slight  and  usually  not  noticeable 
the  following  year.  Site  hardening  is  limited  to  boardwalk  trails  and 
necessary  boat  moorings  or  bearproof  food  caches  and  rustic  public 
recreation  cabins. 
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ROS  Class 


Semi-Primitive  Non-Motorized 


Setting  Indicators 

Standards  and  Guidelines 

Visual  Quality 

Not  to  exceed  the  Retention  Visual  Quality  Objective.  An  Existing  Visual 
Condition  of  Preservation  is  fully  compatible  and  encouraged. 

Access 

Cross-country  travel  and  travel  on  non-motorized  trails  is  typical.  Use  of 
airplanes,  helicopters,  motorboats  and  snowmachines  for  traditional 
activities,  subsistence,  emergency  search  and  rescue,  and  other  authorized 
resource  management  activities  may  occur  unless  specifically  restricted 
for  safety  and/or  resource  protection  purposes. 

Remoteness 

Nearby  sights  or  sounds  of  human  activity  are  rare,  but  distant  sights  or 
sounds  may  occur.  Setting  is  located  more  than  Vi  hour  walk  or  paddle,  or 
approximately  Vi  mile  (greater  or  less  depending  on  terrain  and  vegetation, 
but  no  less  than  % mile)  from:  1)  infrequently  traveled  waterways;  2) 
roads  and  trails  open  to  motorized  recreation  use,  and  3)  clearcut  harvest 
areas.  Aircraft  access  is  only  occasional.  Areas  are  generally  greater  than 
2,500  acres  but  may  be  smaller  if  contiguous  with  Primitive  or  Semi- 
primitive motorized  classes. 

Visitor  Management 

On-site  regimentation  and  controls  are  rare.  Visitor  information  facilities 
may  be  used  to  interpret  cultural  and  natural  resource  features,  but  are  not 
elaborate  and  harmonize  with  the  setting. 

On-site  Recreation 

Facilities  and  structures  generally  do  not  exceed  Development  Scale  II 

Development 

and  are  maintained  to  accommodate  the  types  and  levels  of  use  anticipated 
for  the  site.  Forest  Service  recreation  cabins  are  fully  compatible. 

Social  Encounters 

User  meets  less  than  10  parties  per  day  (6  parties  per  day  in  wilderness) 
on  trails  and  waterways  during  80%  of  the  primary  use  season.  No  other 
parties  are  within  sight  or  sound  of  dispersed  campsites  during  80%  of  the 
primary  use  season.  Maximum  party  size  is  generally  12-20  people. 
Outside  of  wilderness,  larger  party  sizes  may  occur  during  less  than  15% 
of  the  primary  use  season  in  limited  locations. 

Visitor  Impacts 

Visitor-caused  impacts  to  resources  are  rare  and  usually  not  long-lasting. 
Site  hardening  is  limited  to  boardwalk  trails,  boat  tramways,  moorings  and 
docks,  bearproof  food  cache  facilities  and  rustic  public  recreation  cabins. 
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ROS  Class 


Semi-Primitive  Motorized 


Setting  Indicators 

Standards  and  Guidelines 

Visual  Quality 

Not  to  exceed  the  Partial  retention  Visual  Quality  Objective.  Existing 
Visual  Conditions  ranging  from  Preservation  through  Retention  are  fully 
compatible  and  encouraged. 

Access 

Travel  on  motorized  and  non-motorized  trails  and  Traffic  Service  Level  D 
roads,  although  some  Traffic  Service  Level  C roads  provide  access  to  and 
through  the  area.  Use  by  high  clearance  vehicles  and  motorized  water 
travel  is  common.  Road  density  is  less  than  one  mile  per  square  mile.  Off- 
road snowmachine  travel  on  snow  may  occur. 

Remoteness 

Nearby  sights  or  sounds  of  human  activity  are  rare,  but  distant  sights  or 
sounds  may  occur.  Setting  is  located  within  x/i  hour  walk  or  paddle  or 
within  Vi  mile  (greater  or  less  depending  on  terrain  and  vegetation  but  no 
less  than  !4  mile)  of  infrequently  traveled  waterways  or  small  aircraft 
access  points  and/or  roads  which  are  open  and  maintained  for  passage  by 
high  clearance  and  four-wheel  drive  vehicles  (Maintenance  Level  2)  and 
provide  access  to  recreation  opportunities  and  facilities.  Areas  are 
generally  greater  than  2,500  acres  but  may  be  smaller  if  contiguous  with 
Primitive  or  Semi-Primitive  Non-Motorized  classes. 

Visitor  Management 

On-site  regimentation  and  controls  are  few.  Control  facilities  consist 
primarily  of  informational  signs  and  site-specific  road  closures.  Visitor 
information  facilities  may  be  used  to  interpret  cultural  and  natural 
resource  features,  but  are  not  elaborate  and  harmonize  with  the  setting. 

On-site  Recreation 

Facilities  and  structures  generally  do  not  exceed  Development  Scale  II 

Development 

and  are  maintained  to  accommodate  the  types  and  levels  of  use  anticipated 
for  the  site  and  area.  Forest  Service  recreation  cabins  are  fully  compatible. 

Social  Encounters 

User  meets  less  than  10  parties  per  day  (6  parties  per  day  in  wilderness) 
on  trails,  roads,  and  shorelines  during  80%  of  the  primary  use  season. 
During  80%  of  the  primary  use  season  no  other  parties  are  visible  from 
campsites.  Maximum  party  size  is  generally  12-20  people.  Outside  of 
wilderness,  larger  party  sizes  may  occur  during  less  than  15%  of  the 
primary  use  season  in  limited  locations. 

Visitor  Impacts 

Visitor-caused  impacts  may  be  noticeable,  but  not  degrading  to  basic 
resource  elements.  Site  hardening  is  very  infrequent,  but,  when  it  occurs, 
is  in  harmony  with,  and  appropriate  for,  the  natural-appearing 
backcountry  setting. 
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ROS  Class 


Roaded  Natural 


Setting  Indicators 

Standards  and  Guidelines 

Visual  Quality 

Not  to  exceed  the  Modification  Visual  Quality  Objective  and  typically  is 
Partial  retention.  Existing  Visual  Conditions  ranging  from  Preservation 
through  Retention  are  frilly  compatible  and  encouraged. 

Access 

All  forms  of  access  and  travel  modes  may  occur.  Access  to  and  through 
the  area  is  typically  by  passenger  vehicle,  although  motorized  use  may  be 
restricted  to  provide  for  resource  protection,  user  safety,  or  to  provide  a 
diversity  of  recreation  opportunity. 

Remoteness 

Remoteness  is  of  little  importance,  but  low  to  moderate  concentrations  of 
human  sights  and  sounds  are  preferred.  Setting  is  located  within  Vi  mile 
(greater  or  less  depending  on  terrain  and  vegetation  but  no  less  than  !4 
mile)  of  moderate  to  heavily-traveled  waterways  and/or  roads  which  are 
maintained  to  Levels  3,  4,  and  5 and  open  for  use  by  the  public  or  those 
areas  that  receive  heavy  small  aircraft  travel. 

Visitor  Management 

On-site  regimentation  and  controls  are  obvious.  Control  facilities  such  as 
parking  areas,  barriers  and  signs  harmonize  with  the  natural  environment. 
Visitor  information  facilities  are  not  elaborate  or  complex. 

On-site  Recreation 

Facilities  and  structures  generally  do  not  exceed  Development  Scale  III 

Development 

and  are  maintained  to  accommodate  the  types  and  levels  of  use  anticipated 
for  the  site  and  area.  Typical  facilities  include  outdoor  interpretive 
displays  and  rustic  campgrounds  and  picnic  areas. 

Social  Encounters 

User  meets  less  than  20  other  parties  per  day  on  trails  and  in  dispersed 
areas,  during  at  least  80%  of  the  primary  use  season.  User  may  meet 
numerous  other  parties  on  roads  and  developed  recreation  sites. 
Developed  sites  often  are  at  full  capacity  but  do  not  exceed  80%  of  the 
design  capacity  over  the  season  of  operation. 

Visitor  Impacts 

Visitor-caused  impacts  are  noticeable,  but  not  degrading  to  basic  resource 
elements  nor  do  they  exceed  established  Visual  Quality  Objectives.  Site 
hardening  may  be  dominant,  but  is  in  harmony  with  natural-appearing 
landscape  and  appropriate  for  the  site  and  setting. 
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ROS  Class 


Roaded  Modified 


Setting  Indicators 

Standards  and  Guidelines 

Visual  Quality 

Not  to  exceed  the  Maximum  Modification  Visual  Quality  Objective. 
Apply  visual  management  techniques  to  soften  effects  of  maximum 
modification  conditions  in  the  foreground  of  sensitive  travel  routes  and 
recreation  sites. 

Access 

All  forms  of  access  and  travel  modes  may  occur,  although  roads  are 
generally  not  well  suited  to  highway-type  vehicles.  OHV  use  on 
designated  routes  or  areas  is  encouraged.  Use  by  high  clearance  vehicles 
is  common. 

Remoteness 

Remoteness  from  urban  conditions  and  high  concentrations  of  other 
people  is  important.  Low  concentrations  of  human  sights  and  sounds  in  a 
backcountry  roaded  setting  are  preferred.  These  areas  are  accessed  by 
Forest  roads  which  are  maintained  to  Levels  2,  3,  and  4 and  are  available 
for  public  use.  They  generally  involve  areas  with  timber  management 
activities. 

Visitor  Management 

On-site  regimentation  and  controls  are  few.  Control  facilities  are 
appropriate  for  the  predominating  backcountry  roaded  setting.  Visitor 
information  facilities  may  be  used  to  interpret  management  activities,  but 
are  not  elaborate  and  are  appropriate  for  the  setting. 

On-site  Recreation 

Facilities  and  structures  generally  do  not  exceed  Development  Scale  II 

Development 

and  are  maintained  to  accommodate  the  types  and  levels  of  use  anticipated 
for  the  site  and  area. 

Social  Encounters 

User  meets  less  than  20  other  parties  per  day  on  trails  and  in  dispersed 
areas  during  at  least  80%  of  the  primary  use  season.  Numerous  other 
parties  may  be  encountered  on  roads.  Few,  if  any,  other  parties  are  visible 
at  dispersed  campsites. 

Visitor  Impacts 

Visitor-caused  impacts  are  noticeable,  but  not  degrading  to  basic  resource 
elements.  Site  hardening  may  dominate  at  campsites  and  parking  areas, 
but  is  in  harmony  with,  and  appropriate  for,  backcountry  roaded  setting. 
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ROS  Class 


Rural 


Setting  Indicators 

Standards  and  Guidelines 

Visual  Quality 

Not  to  exceed  Modification  in  the  Foreground  and  Maximum 
Modification  in  middleground. 

Access 

All  forms  of  access  and  travel  modes  may  occur,  although  access  to  and 
through  the  area  is  primarily  by  passenger  vehicle.  Road  and  trail  surfaces 
are  often  hardened. 

Remoteness 

Remoteness  is  of  little  importance,  and  moderate  to  high  concentrations  of 
people  and  sights  and  sounds  of  human  activity  are  acceptable  when  not 
continuous.  Setting  is  located  within  1/2  mile  of  heavily  traveled  roads 
and  state  highways  or  areas  that  receive  heavy  aircraft  travel. 

Visitor  Management 

On-site  regimentation  and  controls  are  obvious.  Control  facilities  such  as 
parking  areas,  medians,  and  barriers  harmonize  with  natural/exotic 
landscaping.  Information  and  interpretive  facilities  may  be  complex  and 
dominant  on  developed  sites. 

On-site  Recreation 
Development 

All  Development  Scales  (I-V)  are  appropriate  and  maintained  at  intended 
standards  necessary  to  accommodate  the  types  and  levels  of  use 
anticipated  for  the  site  and  area.  Facilities  typically  include  visitor  centers, 
major  campgrounds,  and  other  facilities  for  concentrated  use. 

Social  Encounters 

User  may  meet  many  (more  than  20)  other  parties  per  day  on  trails,  in 
dispersed  areas,  on  roads,  and  in  developed  facilities.  Developed  sites 
often  are  at  full  capacity,  but  do  not  exceed  80%  of  the  design  capacity 
over  the  operating  season. 

Visitor  Impacts 

Visitor-caused  impacts  are  noticeable,  but  not  degrading  to  basic  resource 
elements  nor  do  they  exceed  established  Visual  Quality  Objectives.  Site 
hardening  may  be  dominant,  but  is  in  harmony  with  natural/exotic 
landscape  and  appropriate  for  the  site  and  setting. 
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ROS  Class 


Urban 


Setting  Indicators 

Standards  and  Guidelines 

Visual  Quality 

Not  to  exceed  the  Modification  Visual  Quality  Objective  in  the 
foreground  and  Maximum  Modification  in  middle  ground. 

Access 

Access  and  travel  facilities  are  highly  intense,  motorized  and  often  with 
mass  transit  supplements. 

Remoteness 

Remoteness  is  not  important.  High  concentrations  of  people,  and  sights 
and  sounds  of  human  activity  are  acceptable. 

Visitor  Management 

Intensive  on-site  controls  are  numerous  and  obvious.  Information  and 
interpretive  facilities  may  be  complex  and  dominant. 

On-site  Recreation 
Development 

All  Development  Scales  (I-V)  are  appropriate  and  maintained  at  intended 
standards  necessary  to  accommodate  the  types  and  levels  of  use 
anticipated  for  the  site  and  area.  Synthetic  materials  are  commonly  used. 
Facility  design  may  be  highly  complex  and  refined,  but  in  harmony  or 
complimentary  to  the  site.  Facilities  typically  include  visitor  centers, 
major  campgrounds  and  other  facilities  for  concentrated  use. 

Social  Encounters 

Interaction  between  large  numbers  of  users  is  high.  Sites  often  are  at  full 
capacity,  but  do  not  exceed  80%  of  the  design  capacity  over  the  operating 

season. 

Visitor  Impacts 

Visitor-caused  impacts  are  noticeable,  but  not  degrading  to  basic  resource 
elements  or  exceed  established  Visual  Quality  Objectives.  Site  hardening 
may  be  dominant,  but  is  in  harmony  with  natural/exotic  landscape  and 
appropriate  for  the  site  and  setting. 
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Subsistence  Forest-wide  Standards  and  Guidelines  (Sub) 

The  forest-wide  standards  and  guidelines  for  subsistence  are  as  follows: 

Subsistence:  SUB 

I.  Subsistence 

A.  In  accordance  with  Title  VIII  of  the  Alaska  National  Interest  Lands  Conservation 
Act  of  1980,  it  is  the  policy  of  the  Forest  Service  that: 

1 . Consistent  with  the  purposes  for  which  National  Forest  System  lands  in 
Alaska  were  established,  sound  management  principles,  and  the 
conservation  of  healthy  populations  of  fish  and  wildlife,  the  utilization  of  the 
National  Forest  System  lands  in  Alaska  is  to  cause  the  least  adverse  impact 
possible  on  rural  residents  who  depend  upon  subsistence. 

2.  Provide  for  the  continuation  of  the  opportunity  for  subsistence  uses  by  rural 
Alaskan  residents,  including  both  Natives  and  non-Natives. 

3.  Non-wasteful  subsistence  uses  of  fish  and  wildlife  shall  be  the  priority 
consumptive  uses  of  such  resources  on  National  Forest  System  lands  in 
Alaska  when  it  is  necessary  to  restrict  the  taking  of  such  resources. 

4.  Cooperate  with  adjacent  landowners  and  land  managers  in  managing 
subsistence  activities  and  in  maintaining  the  continued  viability  of  all  wild 
renewable  resources  on  National  Forest  System  lands. 

B.  Consult  the  Southeast  Alaska  Federal  Subsistence  Regional  Advisory  Council 
for  opinions  and  recommendations  on  current  and  proposed  management 
actions,  pursuant  to  ANILCA,  Title  VIII,  Section  805. 

C.  Locate  and  manage  Forest  management  activities  considering  impacts  upon  rural 
residents  who  depend  upon  subsistence  uses  of  the  resources  of  National  Forest 
System  lands.  In  compliance  with  ANILCA,  Title  VIII,  Section  810,  and  the 
Region  10  Subsistence  Handbook,  the  Forest  Service  shall: 

1 . In  determining  whether  to  withdraw',  reserve,  lease,  or  otherwise  permit  the 
use,  occupancy,  or  disposition  of  National  Forest  System  lands,  evaluate  the 
effect  of  such  use,  occupancy,  or  disposition  on  subsistence  uses  and  needs, 
the  availability  of  other  lands  for  the  purposes  sought  to  be  achieved,  and 
other  alternatives  which  would  reduce  or  eliminate  the  use,  occupancy,  or 
disposition  of  National  Forest  System  lands  needed  for  subsistence 
purposes.  No  such  withdrawal,  reservation,  lease,  permit  or  other  use, 
occupancy,  or  disposition  of  such  lands  which  may  significantly  restrict 
subsistence  uses  shall  be  effected  until  the  following  actions  are 
accomplished: 

a)  Notice  is  given  to  the  appropriate  Federal  and  State  agencies,  local 
committees,  recognized  Tribal  Governments,  and  the  Southeast  Federal 
Subsistence  Regional  Advisory  Council  established  pursuant  to  Section 
805  of  ANILCA; 

b)  Notice  of  a hearing  is  given  and  a hearing  is  held  in  the  vicinity  of  the 
area  involved; 

c)  A determination  is  made  that:  1)  such  a significant  possibility  of  a 
significant  restriction  of  subsistence  uses  is  necessary,  consistent  with 
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sound  management  principles  for  the  utilization  of  the  public  lands;  2) 
the  proposed  activity  will  involve  the  minimal  amount  of  public  lands 
necessary  to  accomplish  the  purposes  of  such  use,  occupancy,  or  other 
disposition,  and  3)  reasonable  steps  will  be  taken  to  minimize  adverse 
impacts  upon  subsistence  uses  and  resources  resulting  from  such 
actions. 

2.  If  required  to  prepare  an  environmental  impact  statement  pursuant  to  the 
National  Environmental  Policy  Act,  the  notice  and  hearing  and  findings 
required  in  1 above  shall  be  a part  of  such  environmental  impact  statement. 

3.  Regardless  of  whether  or  not  an  EIS  is  required,  in  all  project  scoping, 
include  initial  and  on-going  contact  with  the  appropriate  Federal  and  State 
agencies,  local  committees,  recognized  Tribal  Governments,  and  the 
Southeast  Federal  Subsistence  Regional  Advisory  Council. 

4.  After  compliance  with  the  procedural  requirements  of  Section  8 10  of 
ANILCA  and  other  applicable  law,  the  responsible  Forest  Service  official 
may  manage  or  dispose  of  public  lands  under  their  primary  jurisdiction  for 
any  of  those  uses  or  purposes  authorized  by  ANILCA  or  other  law. 
Management  to  accommodate  identified  subsistence  uses  could  include: 

a)  Implement  planned  project; 

b)  Canceling  all  or  part  of  the  planned  project; 

c)  Substituting  another  site  for  the  project  and  prepare  another 
environmental  analysis  if  the  change  is  significant; 

d)  Implementing  appropriate  mitigation  measures. 

D.  Evaluate  changes  in  subsistence  use  patterns  and  activities  in  cooperation  with 
appropriate  state  and  Federal  agencies  by  conducting  periodic  surveys  of  wildlife 
populations  and  subsistence  harvest  and  consulting  with  subsistent  user  groups 
(note:  see  Appendix  B,  listing  of  priority  research  items). 

E.  Make  recommendations  for  subsistence  regulations  to  the  Southeast  Alaska 
Federal  Subsistence  Regional  Advisory  Council  and  the  Federal  Subsistence 
Board  and  provide  technical  support  to  these  two  bodies  for  analyzing  the  effects 
of  proposed  regulations  on  Federal  Public  Lands  under  Forest  Service 
Jurisdiction. 

F.  Provide  for  enforcement  of  subsistence  use  regulations  promulgated  by  the 
Federal  Subsistence  Board. 

G.  Provide  public  information  concerning  subsistence  management  on  National 
Forest  System  lands. 

H.  In  cooperation  with  appropriate  state  and  Federal  agencies,  and  recognized 
Tribal  Governments,  maintain  a subsistence  research  program  and  data  base. 

I.  Maintain  reasonable  access  to  subsistence  resources  as  required  by  ANILCA, 
Section  811.  Address  subsistence  concerns  when  developing  road  management 
objectives  (RMO’s)  for  forest  roads.  (See  Transportation  Forest-wide  Standards 
& Guidelines.) 

J.  Seek  to  maintain  abundance  and  distribution  of  subsistence  resources  necessary 
to  meet  subsistence  user  needs. 
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K.  Consider  subsistence  users'  needs  in  the  scheduling,  locating,  and  designing  of 
fish  and  wildlife  habitat  improvement  projects. 

L.  In  the  development  of  access  and  facilities,  seek  opportunities  to  provide  for 
subsistence  users  (for  example,  anchorages  and  shelters).  Such  access  and 
facility  opportunities  should  be  identified  and  planned  with  local  subsistence 
users. 

Threatened,  Endangered,  and  Sensitive  Species  Forest-wide 
Standards  and  Guidelines  (TE&S) 

The  forest-wide  standards  and  guidelines  for  threatened,  endangered,  and  sensitive 

species  are  as  follows: 

Threatened,  Endangered  and  Sensitive  species:  TE&S 

I.  Threatened  or  Endangered  Species 

A.  Meet  the  requirements  of  the  Endangered  Species  Act,  as  amended. 

1 . Ensure  that  projects  funded,  authorized,  or  permitted  by  the  Forest  Service 
do  not  jeopardize  the  continued  existence  of  threatened  or  endangered 
species.  Use  informal  and  formal  consultation  (for  listed  species) 
procedures,  and  conference  (for  formally  proposed  species)  procedures 
(whichever  is  appropriate)  with  the  National  Marine  Fisheries  Service  and 
the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  for  all  major  construction  activities  and 
other  forest  management  activities  which  may  have  an  effect  on  federally- 
listed  threatened,  endangered,  or  proposed  species  population,  or  critical 
habitat.  Prepare  biological  assessments  or  evaluations,  as  required,  for 
species  that  may  be  affected  by  management  activities  (Consult  FSM  2670). 

2.  Identify,  manage,  and  protect  essential  and  critical  habitats  to  meet  legal 
requirements  and  recovery  objectives  for  species  that  are  federally-listed  as 
threatened  or  endangered.  Implement  national  and  regional  Forest  Service 
policy  and  direction  for  management  of  threatened,  endangered,  and 
proposed  species  (Consult  FSM  2670.) 

3.  Support  monitoring,  research,  and  inventory  work  for  threatened, 
endangered,  and  proposed  species.  Coordinate  with  appropriate  Federal  and 
state  agencies.  Use  “challenge  cost  share,”  Sikes  Act  agreements,  “Section  6 
Grants”  (under  authority  of  the  Endangered  Species  Act),  and  other 
partnerships. 

4.  Conserve  habitats  for  species  tending  toward  federal  listing  to  preclude  the 
need  for  listing  and  additional  protection  under  the  Endangered  Species  Act. 
Meet  this  objective  by  implementing  the  following  interagency 
memorandums  of  understanding: 

a)  National  Memorandum  of  Understanding  between  the  U.S.  Department 
of  Agriculture  Forest  Service,  U.S.  Department  of  Interior  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service,  Bureau  of  hand  Management,  and  National  Park 
Service  and  the  U.S.  Department  of  Commerce  National  Marine 
Fisheries  Service,  and  International  Association  of  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Agencies  (January  25,  1994,  94-SMU-058  as  amended).  The  purpose  of 
the  MOU  is  to  establish  a framework  for  the  conservation  of  species 
that  are  tending  toward  federal  listing. 
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b)  Regional  Memorandum  of  Understanding  that  is  tiered  to  the  National 
MOU  (a.  above)  entered  into  between  the  Forest  Service,  Alaska 
Region,  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  Alaska  Region,  and  Alaska 
Department  of  Fish  and  Game  (December  20,  1994  as  amended). 

(1)  The  objective  of  this  MOU  is  to  promote  interagency  cooperation 
in  the  conservation  of  species  tending  toward  listing  under  the 
Federal  or  State  Endangered  Species  Acts. 

(2)  Cooperators  shall  meet  at  least  annually  to  assess  implementation 
of  the  MOU  and  success  in  meeting  MOU  objectives. 

B.  Steller  Sea  Lion 

1 . Protect  Steller  sea  lion  habitats. 

2.  Ensure  that  Forest  Service  funded,  permitted  or  authorized  activities  are 
conducted  in  a manner  consistent  with  the  requirements,  consultations,  or 
advice  received  from  the  appropriate  regulatory  agencies  for  the  Marine 
Mammal  Protection  Act  (MMPA),  the  Endangered  Species  Act,  and 
National  Marine  Fisheries  Service  guidelines  for  approaching  seals  and  sea 
lions.  “Taking”  of  sea  lions  is  prohibited;  “taking”  includes  harassing  or 
pursuing  or  attempting  any  such  activity. 

3.  Locate  facilities,  camps,  Log  Transfer  Facilities,  campgrounds  and  other 
developments  1 mile  from  known  haulouts,  and,  farther  away,  if  the 
development  is  large. 

4.  Cooperate  with  state  and  other  federal  agencies  to  develop  sites  and 
opportunities  for  the  safe  viewing  and  observation  of  sea  lions  by  the  public. 
Maintain  a public  education  program  explaining  forest  management  activities 
related  to  sea  lions  in  cooperation  with  state  and  other  federal  agencies. 

C.  Humpback  Whale 

1 . Provide  for  the  protection  and  maintenance  of  whale  habitats. 

2.  Ensure  that  Forest  Service  permitted  or  approved  activities  are  conducted  in 
a manner  consistent  with  the  Marine  Mammal  Protection  Act,  the 
Endangered  Species  Act,  and  National  Marine  Fisheries  Service  regulations 
for  approaching  whales,  dolphins,  and  porpoise.  “Taking”  of  whales  is 
prohibited;  “taking”  includes  harassing  or  pursuing  or  attempting  any  such 
activity. 

D.  American  Peregrine  Falcon 

1 . Provide  for  the  protection  and  maintenance  of  habitats  for  migrating 
American  peregrine  falcons. 

2.  Obtain  increased  understanding  and  knowledge  about  the  migration  of 
American  peregrine  falcons  through  southeast  Alaska  (for  example  the 
timing  of  migrations,  the  length  of  stay  in  southeast  Alaska,  important 
foraging  areas,  important  prey  items,  etc.). 

3.  Protect  seabird  rookeries  and  waterfowl  concentration  areas  that  provide 
important  prey  foraging  habitat  (see  Wildlife  Forest- wide  Standards  & 
Guidelines). 
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II.  Sensitive  species 

A.  Implement  national  and  regional  Forest  Service  policy  and  direction  for  the 
conservation  and  management  of  sensitive  species  and  subspecies  of  animals  and 
plants  (including  identified  and  unique  fish  stocks  and  plant  varieties).  Sensitive 
species  are  those  taxa  identified  by  the  Regional  Forester  for  which  a viability 
concern  has  been  identified  due  to  a predicted  or  documented  downward  trend  in 
species  populations  or  habitat  and  where  continued  downward  trends  in 
population  or  habitat  capability  may  lead  to  local  or  forest-wide  extirpation, 
federal  listing  under  the  ESA,  or  both. 

B . Maintain  habitat  to  support  well-distributed  viable  populations  of  sensitive 
species  throughout  the  recent  range  of  the  species  by  avoiding  or  minimizing 
impacts  to  species  whose  viability  has  been  identified  as  a concern. 

1.  Where  desirable,  implement  habitat  improvement  projects  to  increase 
habitat  capabilities  and  expand  species  distributions. 

2.  Where  necessary  to  achieve  species  conserv  ation  objectives,  protect 
important  habitats. 

C.  Identify  research  and  information  needs  for  known  or  suspected  sensitive  plants 
and  animals. 

D.  Identify  and  consider  the  conservation  of  representative  rare  plant  communities 
(e.g.,  communities  that  only  exist  on  only  one  or  limited  areas  of  the  Forest) 
during  project  planning. 

E.  Support  monitoring,  research,  and  inventory  w'ork  for  sensitive  species. 
Coordinate  with  appropriate  Federal  and  state  agencies.  Use  “challenge  cost 
share,”  Sikes  Act  agreements,  “Section  6 Grants”  (under  authority  of  the 
Endangered  Species  Act),  and  other  partnerships. 

F.  Sensitive  species  lists  shall  be  reviewed  periodically  to  consider  new  information 
to  reflect  the  best  available  information  regarding  viability  concerns. 

G.  Prepare  a biological  evaluation  as  part  of  the  NEPA  process  for  each  project 
authorized,  funded,  or  conducted  on  National  Forest  System  lands  to  evaluate 
and  disclose  the  potential  impacts  of  proposed  activities  on  sensitive  species. 

1.  Consult  FSM  2670  and  RIO  protocols  for  comprehensive  elements  and 
standards  for  the  preparation  of  biological  evaluations.  The  biological 
evaluation  shall  be  of  sufficient  detail  to  determine  how  a proposed  action 
may  affect  sensitive  species. 

2.  The  need  for  and  extent  of  field  surveys  to  develop  a biological  evaluation 
should  be  considered  in  relation  to  the  possible  risks  associated  with  the 
project,  the  species  involved,  and  the  level  of  knowledge  already  on  hand. 
The  intensity  and  scope  of  inventories  should  be  commensurate  with  the 
potential  risk  of  a proposed  project  on  sensitive  species. 

3.  Survey  sensitive  plants  according  to  the  following  guidelines  as  determined 
by  the  potential  risks  of  proposed  actions: 

a)  Survey  intensity  level  guidelines  for  sensitive  plant  inventories: 

(1)  LEVEL  1.  Field  Check:  Survey  the  area  with  a quick  'once-over' 
but  do  not  wralk  completely  through  the  project  area.  The  entire 
project  area  is  not  examined. 
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(2)  LEVEL  2.  Cursory:  Survey  the  area  with  a 'once-over'  by  walking 
through  the  project  area.  The  entire  project  area  is  not  examined. 

(3)  LEVEL  3.  Limited  Focus:  Survey  to  closely  examine  one  or  more 
habitat-specific  locations  within  the  project  area,  but  do  not  look  at 
the  rest  of  the  area. 

(4)  LEVEL  4.  General:  Survey  with  more  intensity  by  walking  through 
the  project  area  and  walking  around  the  perimeter  of  the  area  or  by 
walking  more  than  once  through  the  area.  Most  of  the  project  area 
is  examined. 

(5)  LEVEL  5.  Intuitive  Controlled:  Survey  by  conducting  a complete 
examination  of  specific  areas  of  the  project  after  walking  through 
the  project  area  and  perimeter  or  by  walking  more  than  once 
through  the  area. 

(6)  LEVEL  6.  Complete:  Survey  throughout  the  area  until  nearly  all  of 
the  area  has  been  examined. 

b)  Conduct  plant  surveys  using  the  “timed  meander”  technique  at  a time  of 
the  year  when  sensitive  plants  are  identifiable. 

c)  Plant  surveys  should  be  conducted  by  individuals  able  to  make  positive 
field  identification  of  sensitive  plant  species. 

4.  The  biological  evaluation  will  disclose  the  potential  impacts  of  proposed 
activities  on  sensitive  species.  Consider  the  direct,  indirect  and  cumulative 
effects  of  the  proposed  action  on  the  population  and  the  likelihood  that 
adverse  effects  will  occur. 

5.  If  a biological  evaluation  concludes  that  a project  may  have  an  adverse 
effect  on  a sensitive  species  or  its  habitat,  consult  with  appropriate  state  and 
federal  agencies  to  consider  mitigation  measures  to  reduce  possible  effects. 
These  measures  include  avoiding  cumulative  impacts  that  would  contribute 
to  further  population  or  habitat  declines  and  the  possible  need  for  federal 
listing. 

6.  Document  the  determinations  from  the  biological  evaluation  in  the  NEPA 
decision  documentation.  Where  NEPA  documentation  is  not  prepared, 
document  the  determination  in  the  project  files. 

H.  Exchange  records  and  information  with  appropriate  organizations  and  state  and 
Federal  agencies  on  the  status  of  populations  and  habitat. 

I.  Sensitive  species  habitat  conservation.  The  following  site  specific  habitat 
management  standards  provide  guidance  for  management  of  locally  important 
habitats  for  sensitive  species  but  independently  do  not  necessarily  represent  a 
comprehensive  management  strategy  to  meet  conservation  objectives.  At  the 
project  level,  monitor  habitat  management  activities  to: 

1 . Ensure  standards  are  implemented  as  prescribed. 

2.  Evaluate  whether  habitat  management  standards  are  achieving  conservation 
objectives. 
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J.  Northern  Goshawk  (including  the  Queen  Charlotte  goshawk  subspecies). 

1 . Preserve  nesting  habitat  around  all  confirmed  and  probable  goshawk  nests 
whether  or  not  they  are  currently  occupied. 

a)  Consider  the  following  evidence  for  determining  confirmed  or  probable 
nest  sites: 

(1)  a goshawk  observed  on  or  near  a nest; 

(2)  nestlings  or  branchers  (young  not  able  to  fly)  observed  on  or  near  a 
nest; 

(3)  goshawk  feathers  or  eggs  obtained  from  the  nest 

(4)  one  or  more  nest  structures  indicative  of  goshawk  were  found  with 
goshawk  prey  remains,  but  without  positive  identified  goshawk  on 
the  nest  and  without  positive  identified  feathers  from  nest; 

(5)  aggressive,  territorial  breeding  season  adults  vocalizing  or 
attacking  an  observer  (with  or  without  locating  a nest); 

(6)  adults  observed  during  the  breeding  season  in  a territory  and 
recently  fledged  young  were  observed  (with  or  without  locating  a 
nest). 

b)  Nesting  Habitat:  Maintain  an  area  of  not  less  than  100  acres  of 
productive  old-growth  forest  (if  it  exists)  generally  centered  over  the 
nest  tree  or  probable  nest  site.  Attempt  to  include  prey  handling  areas, 
perches,  roosts,  inactive  nest  stands,  hiding  cover  and  foraging 
opportunities  for  young  goshawks.  Vegetative  structure  should  include 
a multi-layered,  closed  (over  60%)  forest  canopy,  a relatively  open 
understory,  with  large  trees  (usually  20+  inches  DBH)  and  low  ground 
vegetation.  These  conditions  generally  equate  to  the  high  timber  volume 
strata  used  in  preparation  of  this  Plan. 

c)  Management:  No  commercial  timber  harvest  is  permitted.  Existing 
roads  may  be  maintained.  New  road  construction  is  permitted  if  no 
other  reasonable  reading  alternatives  outside  the  mapped  nesting  habitat 
exist.  Permit  no  continuous  disturbance  likely  to  result  in  nest 
abandonment  within  the  surrounding  600  feet  from  March  1 5 to  August 
15.  Activity  restrictions  are  removed  for  active  nests  that  become 
inactive  or  unsuccessful.  Other  management  activities  which  maintain 
the  integrity  of  the  forest  stand  structure  are  consistent  with  the 
objectives  for  this  area.  Activities  such  as  cabin,  trail,  or  campground 
construction  should  be  consistent  if  designed  with  minimal  vegetative 
manipulation. 

2.  Cooperate  and  coordinate  with  state  and  other  Federal  agencies  to 
understand  the  life  history  requirements  and  distribution  of  the  northern 
goshawk. 

3.  Conduct  inventories  to  determine  the  presence  of  nesting  goshawks  for 
proposed  projects.  Use  the  most  current  inventory  protocols  developed  in 
cooperation  with  the  appropriate  state  and  Federal  agencies. 

4.  The  objective  is  to  manage  goshawk  foraging  habitat  (productive  old-growth 
forest)  to  retain  important  features  of  forest  stand  structure  in  areas  of  timber 
harvest  in  Value  Comparison  Units  (VCU’s)  on  Prince  of  Wales  Island 
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where  over  33  percent  (as  of  the  date  of  this  Forest  Plan’s  approval)  of  the 
productive  old-growth  forest  has  been  converted  to  young  conifer  stands 
(e.g.,  harvested  since  1954). 

a)  Timber  harvest  units  over  2 acres  in  size  should  meet  the  following 
forest  stand  structural  characteristics  after  harvest: 

(1)  An  average  of  over  30  percent  canopy  closure  throughout  the 
timber  harvest  unit. 

(2)  An  average  of  at  least  8 large  trees/acre  (20-  to  30-inch  DBH  or 
greater).  Where  not  available  substitute  the  next  largest  trees. 

(3)  An  average  of  at  least  3 large  decadent  (dead  or  dying)  trees/acre 
(20-  to  30-inch  diameter  at  the  large  end).  Where  not  available 
substitute  the  next  largest  decadent  trees. 

(4)  Remaining  trees  should  be  uniformly  distributed  throughout  the 
stand,  but  trees  may  be  clumped  for  operational  concerns  or 
ecological  opportunities. 

(5)  Retained  trees  should  have  a reasonable  assurance  of  windfirmness. 

b)  For  timber  harvest  units  less  than  2 acres  in  size,  allow  full  canopy 
removal  but  limit  the  number  of  openings  to  an  equivalent  of  25  percent 
of  the  stand  removed  every  50  years  (e.g.,  12-13,  2-acre  openings;  25, 
1-acre  openings,  etc.  within  a 100-acre  stand). 

c)  Local  information  from  Southeast  Alaska  may  be  used  to  accomplish 
the  goshawk  habitat  objectives  by  employing  different  specific  methods 
than  those  listed  in  sections  a)  (1-5)  above.  Document  the  analysis  to 
use  other  specific  methods  through  the  NEPA  process.  Such  local 
information  could  consist  of  some  or  all  of  the  following: 

(1)  Habitat  relationships  information  on  the  structure  of  forest  stands 
used  and  selected  by  goshawks  for  various  life  functions. 

(2)  The  amount  and  distribution  of  old-growth  foraging  habitat  that 
will  be  protected  through  land  allocations  or  standards  and 
guidelines  (e.g.,  habitat  reserves,  riparian  buffers,  beach  fringe 
corridors,  etc.)  that  maintain  the  integrity  of  the  old-growth  forest 
and  the  known  or  inferred  goshawk  population  response  of  that 
combination  of  protected  habitats. 

(3)  The  response  of  goshawk  populations  to  the  configuration  of 
habitat  at  the  landscape  scale. 

K.  Peale's  Peregrine  Falcon 

1 . Provide  for  the  protection  and  maintenance  of  Peale's  peregrine  falcon 
habitat. 

2.  Maintain  nest  site  location  data  in  cooperation  with  the  U.S.  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service. 

3.  Plan  project  activities  to  avoid  adverse  impacts  to  the  falcons  and  their 
habitats.  Evaluate  the  effects  of  proposed  projects  within  two  miles  of 
known  falcon  nests  considering  such  items  as:  a)  human  activities  (aircraft, 
ground  and  water  transportation,  high  noise  levels,  and  permanent  facilities) 
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which  could  cause  disturbance  to  nesting  pairs  and  young  during  the  nesting 
period  April  1 5 - August  3 1 ; b)  activities  or  habitat  alterations  which  could 
adversely  affect  prey  availability.  Coordinate  all  project  activities  that  may 
affect  known  or  potential  nesting  habitat  with  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service. 

4.  Within  15  miles  of  all  known  or  historical  nest  sites,  prohibit  all  use  of 
herbicides  and  pesticides. 

L.  Trumpeter  Swan 

1 . Provide  for  the  protection  and  maintenance  of  trumpeter  swan  habitats. 

2.  Avoid  disturbance  of  trumpeter  swans,  particularly  during  nesting,  brood- 
rearing, and  wintering  periods,  to  prevent  abandonment  of  their  nests, 
brood-rearing  areas,  and  winter  habitats.  As  a general  guideline,  limit 
developments  within  0.5  mile  (2,640  feet)  of  wetlands  used  by  nesting, 
brood-rearing,  and  wintering  trumpeter  swans.  The  District  Ranger  will  take 
feasible  measures  to  minimize  disturbance. 

3.  Avoid  placement  of  overhead  wires,  fences,  or  other  structures  which  could 
interfere  with  the  flight  paths  of  swans  and  cause  injury  or  mortality. 

4.  Cooperate  with  state,  Federal,  and  local  agencies,  partner  organizations,  and 
individuals  to  develop  sites  and  opportunities  for  the  safe  viewing  of 
trumpeter  swans  by  the  public  and  maintain  a public  education  program 
explaining  Forest  management  activities  related  to  trumpeter  swans. 

M.  Osprey 

1 . Maintain  and  improve  osprey  populations  and  habitat. 

2.  Establish  a minimum  330-foot  radius  habitat  management  zone  around  each 
existing  osprey  nest  tree.  Determine  the  exact  boundary  based  on  local 
topography,  timber  type,  a reasonable  assurance  of  windfirmness,  and  other 
factors. 

3.  Within  the  osprey  nest  zones,  prohibit  all  land  use  activity  which  would 
likely  disturb  nesting  osprey.  Infringement  may  be  acceptable  depending  on 
the  nature  of  the  project  and  timing  of  the  activity. 

4.  Maintain  the  osprey  nest  zone  even  though  the  nest  or  nest  tree  becomes 
inactive. 

5.  Provide  trees  suitable  for  use  by  osprey  for  nesting,  feeding  and  perching. 
Consider  the  following: 

a)  Reserve  trees  and  live  trees  that  dominate  or  co-dominate  a shoreline. 

b)  Reserve  trees  with  broken  tops  and  live  trees  with  branches  large 
enough  to  support  birds. 

6.  New  nests  will  receive  the  same  level  of  management  protection  as  existing 
nests,  however,  osprey  which  select  new  nests  in  close  proximity  to  existing 
human  activities  will  not  cause  those  human  activities  to  be  modified. 
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N.  Island  King  Salmon 

1 . Provide  for  the  protection  and  maintenance  of  runs  of  king  salmon  that 
naturally  occur  on  islands  including  the  runs  in  King  Salmon  and  Wheeler 
creeks  on  Admiralty  Island. 

2.  Coordinate  with  the  Alaska  Department  of  Fish  and  Game  and  National 
Marine  Fisheries  Service  on  commercial,  sport  and  subsistence  fish  use, 
hatchery  egg  take  programs,  and  other  activities  affecting  the  viability  of 
king  salmon  runs  in  order  to  conserve  these  unique  populations. 

3.  Avoid  the  placement  of  facilities  or  issuing  permits  for  activities  near  these 
streams  that  would  increase  harvest  pressure  on  these  king  salmon  runs. 

4.  Coordinate  with  other  groups  or  Federal  and  state  agencies  to  develop  a 
program  of  study  to  understand  the  life  history  and  genetic  characteristics  of 
these  unique  runs  of  king  salmon. 

O.  Northern  Pike 

1 . Provide  for  the  protection  and  maintenance  of  northern  pike  found  in  the 
Pike  Lakes  on  the  Yakutat  Forelands.  This  population  of  northern  pike  is 
unique  to  Southeast  Alaska. 

2.  Avoid  the  placement  of  facilities  near  the  Pike  Lakes  which  would  increase 
harvest  pressure  to  the  point  where  the  viability  of  these  species  is  affected. 

3.  Coordinate  with  the  Alaska  Department  of  Fish  and  Game  on  any  activities 
that  would  affect  the  viability  of  the  northern  pike. 

4.  Coordinate  with  other  groups  or  Federal  and  state  agencies  to  develop  a 
program  of  study  to  understand  the  life  history  and  genetic  characteristics  of 
this  unique  population  of  northern  pike. 

P.  Fish  Creek  Chum  Salmon 

1 . Provide  for  the  protection  and  maintenance  of  chum  salmon  in  Fish  Creek 
near  Hyder.  This  population  of  chum  salmon  is  characterized  by  their 
extraordinary  large  size. 

2.  Coordinate  with  the  Alaska  Department  of  Fish  and  Game  and  the  National 
Marine  Fisheries  Service  on  commercial,  sport  and  subsistence  fish  use, 
hatchery  egg  take  programs,  and  other  activities  affecting  the  viability  of  the 
chum  salmon  runs  in  Fish  Creek  in  order  to  preserve  these  populations. 

3.  Coordinate  with  other  groups  or  Federal  and  state  agencies  to  develop  a 
program  of  study  to  understand  the  life  history  and  genetic  characteristics  of 
this  run  of  chum  salmon. 

4.  Provide  for  habitat  improvement  and  maintenance  to  maintain  the  viability 
of  this  run  of  salmon,  as  necessary. 

Q.  Sensitive  Plants 

1 . Provide  for  the  conservation  of  habitats  that  support  populations  of  sensitive 
plant  species  to  maintain  representative  populations  across  all  islands  or  all 
terrestrial  landscapes  throughout  their  range. 

2.  Permits  may  be  issued  to  collect  sensitive  plants  or  plant  parts  or  plant  parts 
for  legitimate  scientific  or  educational  purposes.  Such  collections  must  not 
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adversely  affect  the  continued  existence  or  vigor  of  a plant  population. 
Sensitive  plants  shall  not  be  collected  for  commercial  use. 

3.  No  herbicide  may  be  applied  from  the  air  within  600  feet,  nor  ground- 
applied  within  60  feet,  of  any  identified  population  of  a sensitive  plant 
species. 

III.  Candidate  Species 

A.  Candidate  species  are  defined  as  those  species  for  which  the  U.S.  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service  has  on  file  sufficient  information  on  biological  vulnerability  and 
threats  to  support  proposals  for  listing  as  threatened  or  endangered  under  the 
Endangered  Species  Act. 

B.  Implement  national  and  regional  Forest  Service  policy  and  direction  for  the 
habitat  management  of  candidate  species. 

C.  Coordinate  with  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  in  the  conservation  and 
management  of  candidate  species  consistent  with  the  objectives  of  the 
Interagency  Memorandum  of  Understanding  to  prevent  the  need  for  Federal 
listing  and  protection  under  the  Endangered  Species  Act. 

D.  Contact  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  for  the  most  recent  list  of  Candidate 
species  and  Species  of  Concern  during  initial  phases  of  project  development. 

Wildlife  Forest-wide  Standards  and  Guidelines  (Wild  112) 

The  forest- wide  standards  and  guidelines  for  wildlife  are  as  follows: 

Wildlife  Habitat  Planning:  WILD112 

I.  Coordination/cooperation  with  other  Agencies,  Institutions  and  Partners 

A.  Coordinate  with  the  Alaska  Department  of  Fish  and  Game,  other  state  agencies, 
the  National  Marine  Fisheries  Service,  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  tribal 
governments,  and  other  cooperators  and  partners  during  the  planning  of  activities 
that  may  affect  wildlife. 

1 . Each  administrative  area  should  meet  at  least  annually  with  state  and 
Federal  wildlife  agencies  to  review  resource  activities,  present  progress 
reports  on  implementation  of  past  cooperative  work  or  agreements,  and 
schedule  cooperative  work. 

2.  Seek  to  maintain  memoranda  of  understanding  with  appropriate  state, 
Federal,  and  local  agencies  and  associations. 

B.  Emphasize  management  for  indigenous  wildlife  species  and  natural  habitat 
except  in  cases  where  the  Forest  Service,  in  cooperation  with  the  Alaska 
Department  of  Fish  and  Game  and  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  find  desirable 
alternatives.  Special  consideration  should  be  given  to  the  possible  adverse 
impacts  on  habitat  of  sensitive,  threatened,  and  endangered  species. 

C.  Coordinate  wildlife  habitat  surveys,  studies,  plans  and  improvement  projects 
with  the  Alaska  Department  of  Fish  and  Game,  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service, 
and  other  appropriate  state,  Federal,  tribal,  local  and  private  agencies.  Use  the 
Sikes  Act  authorities  for  cooperative  work  with  the  state.  Use  agreements  and 
other  partnerships  to  cooperate  with  other  partners. 
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D.  Coordinate  with  the  Alaska  Department  of  Fish  and  Game  in  development  of 
state  strategic  plans  and  population  goals  and  objectives  for  wildlife  species  and 
attempt  to  incorporate  wildlife  goals  and  objectives  into  forest  management. 

E.  Provide  habitat  information  to  the  Alaska  Department  of  Fish  and  Game  to  assist 
in  correlating  hunting  seasons,  permits,  and  bag  limits  to  on-the-ground  habitat 
conditions  so  that  population  and  habitat  objectives  can  be  achieved. 

II.  General  Habitat  Planning/Coordination 

A.  Recognize  as  wildlife  habitat,  areas  of  land  and  water  which  can  contribute  to 
achieving  wildlife  objectives  for  consumptive  and  non-consumptive  uses. 

B.  Provide  the  abundance  and  distribution  of  habitat  necessary  to  maintain  viable 
populations  of  existing  native  and  desirable  introduced  species  well-distributed 
in  the  planning  area.  (Consult  36  CFR  219.19  and  36  CFR  2 1 9.27.) 

C.  Cooperate  with  the  State  and,  as  appropriate,  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 
in  managing  vehicle,  boat,  and  other  human  use  (e.g.  hunting  and  fishing  seasons 
and  bag  limits)  as  necessary  to  achieve  wildlife  objectives,  recognizing  the 
access  provisions  of  ANILCA.  Emphasize  management  to  reduce  human 
disturbance  in  high  value  habitat  areas  and  during  critical  periods  of  wildlife  use. 

D.  Maintain  an  Area  program  schedule  which  includes  anticipated  wildlife  habitat 
and  population  inventory  needs,  monitoring  requirements  and  proposed  habitat 
improvement  and  maintenance  projects. 

E.  Use  forest  plan  management  indicators  to  evaluate  the  potential  effects  of 
proposed  management  activities  affecting  wildlife  habitat.  (Consult  Forest 
Service  Manual  2620.) 

F.  Develop  interagency  habitat  capability  models  for  any  or  all  of  the  management 
indicators  to  systematically  assess  the  impacts  of  proposed  projects  during 
project  level  analysis.  Periodically  review  and  update  models  to  reflect  the  most 
current  habitat  relationships  and  habitat  modeling  technology. 

G.  Cooperate  with  the  Alaska  Department  of  Fish  and  Game  to  seek  to  prevent 
existing  populations  of  non-indigenous  species  from  dispersing  into  Wilderness 
areas.  Address  issues  regarding  management,  introduction,  and  re-introduction 
of  wildlife  species  consistent  with  National  and  Regional  Policy. 

H.  When  population  or  habitat  declines  for  a plant  or  animal  species  or  subspecies 
indicates  that  long-term  persistence  is  at  risk,  evaluate  the  particular  species  for 
designation  as  a Regional  Sensitive  Species  by  the  Regional  Forester.  (See 
Threatened,  Endangered  & Sensitive  Species  Forest-wide  Standards  & 
Guidelines.) 

III.  Habitat  Improvement  Planning 

A.  Identify  habitat  improvement  projects  to  meet  wildlife  habitat  and  population 
objectives. 

1 .  Consider  the  following  factors  to  assess  habitat  improvement  project 
opportunities  and  priorities: 

a)  To  meet  state  wildlife  population  objectives. 

b)  To  meet  subsistence  use  needs. 
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c)  Existing  habitat  in  poor  condition  compared  to  its  potential. 

d)  Habitat  with  a history  of  receiving  high  levels  of  use. 

e)  Treatments  with  a favorable  benefit/cost  ratio. 

2.  Use  silvicultural  practices,  where  applicable,  to  accomplish  wildlife  habitat 
objectives. 

IV.  Sitka  Black-tailed  Deer  Habitat 

A.  Identify  important  deer  winter  range  before  or  as  part  of  project  analysis. 

B.  Assure  interdisciplinary  involvement  and  consideration  of  deer  winter  range  in 
project  planning  and  in  the  environmental  analysis  process. 

V.  Bald  Eagle  Habitat 

A.  The  Bald  Eagle  Protection  Act  provides  for  special  management  for  the  bald 
eagle.  Manage  bald  eagle  habitat  in  accordance  with  the  Interagency  Agreement 
established  with  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  to  maintain  habitat  to  support 
the  long-term  nesting,  perching,  and  winter  roosting  habitat  capability  for  bald 
eagles.  Coordinate  with  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  for  bald  eagle  habitat 
management. 

VI.  Bear  Habitat  Management 

A.  Continue  to  implement  strategies,  in  cooperation  with  the  Alaska  Department  of 
Environmental  Conservation,  Alaska  Department  of  Fish  and  Game,  cities,  and 
boroughs,  which  prevent  habituation  of  bears  to  human  foods/garbage  and 
reduce  chances  of  human/bear  incidents.  Strategies  that  can  be  used  to  reduce 
human/bear  incidents  include: 

1 . Phasing  out  and  rehabilitating  any  remaining  open  garbage  sites  on  National 
Forest  land.  Establish  timetables  for  phase  out  and  rehabilitation  in 
cooperation  with  appropriate  state  agencies  (also  see  Fands  Forest- wide 
Standards  & Guidelines  on  sanitary  landfills). 

2.  Requiring  incinerators  and/or  other  bearproof  garbage  disposal  methods  at 
work  camps,  recreation  sites,  administrative  and  research  facilities,  and 
Special  Use  Authorizations  in  bear  habitats. 

3.  Where  feasible,  locating  seasonal  and  permanent  work  camps,  recreation 
facilities,  mineral  exploration  and  operational  facilities,  Fog  Transfer 
Facilities,  where  allowed  by  the  Fand  Use  Designation,  more  than  1 mile 
from  sites  of  important  seasonal  bear  concentrations  to  reduce  chances  of 
bear-human  confrontations. 

4.  On  Forest  Service  approved  projects  and  Special  Use  Authorizations  in 
brown  bear  habitat,  minimizing  adverse  impacts  to  the  habitat  and  seeking 
to  reduce  bear-human  conflicts.  Specific  plans  could  include  seasonal 
restrictions  on  activities  and  other  measures  determined  on  a case-by-case 
basis. 

5.  Maintaining  an  aggressive  public  education  program  on  bear  behavior  to 
reduce  the  number  of  human/bear  incidents. 

6.  Requiring  storage  of  human  food  in  ways  to  make  it  unavailable  to  bears  to 
reduce  habituation  of  bears  and  reduce  human/bear  incidents, 
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B.  During  project  planning,  evaluate  the  need  for  additional  protection  of  important 
brown  bear  foraging  sites  (e.g.,  waterfalls  used  as  fishing  sites)  in  addition  to  the 
buffers  already  provided  by  the  Riparian  and  Beach  & Estuary  Fringe  Forest- 
wide Standards  & Guidelines,  and  the  Old-growth  Habitat  and  other  natural 
setting  Land  Use  Designations.  Establish  forested  buffers,  where  available,  of 
approximately  500  feet  from  the  stream  at  sites  where,  based  upon  the 
evaluation,  additional  protective  measures  are  needed  to  provide  cover  among 
brown  bears  while  feeding,  or  between  brown  bears  and  humans.  This  may  be 
especially  important  on  Class  I anadromous  fish  streams  within  the  Moderate 
Gradient/Mixed  Control  and  Flood  Plain  process  groups  (see  Appendix  D) 
where  a large  amount  of  bear  feeding  activity  on  salmon  occurs.  Consider  the 
combination  of  bear  foraging  behavior,  stream  channel  types,  and  adjacent 
landform  to  help  identify  probable  important  feeding  sites.  Consult  the  Alaska 
Department  of  Fish  and  Game  in  identifying  and  managing  important  brown  bear 
foraging  sites. 

C.  Manage  human/bear  interactions  to  limit  brown  bear  mortality  from  both  illegal 
kills  and  defense  of  life  and  property.  Work  with  the  Alaska  Department  of  Fish 
and  Game  to  develop  and  implement  a brown  bear  management  program  which 
considers  both  access  management  and  season  and  bag  limits  to  manage  brown 
bear  mortality  rates  within  sustainable  levels. 

D.  Manage  road  use  where  concentrations  of  brown  bear  occur  to  minimize 
human/bear  interactions  and  to  help  ensure  the  long-term  productivity  of  brown 
bears.  To  meet  this  direction,  develop  and  implement  road  management 
objectives  through  an  interdisciplinary  process  (see  Transportation  Forest-wide 
Standards  & Guidelines). 

E.  Cooperate  with  the  State  to  develop  sites  for  safe  public  brown  bear  viewing 
opportunities. 

VII.  Marine  Mammal  Habitats 

A.  Provide  for  the  protection  and  maintenance  of  harbor  seal,  Steller  sea  lion  and 
sea  otter  habitats. 

1 . Ensure  that  Forest  Service  permitted  or  approved  activities  are  conducted  in 
a manner  consistent  with  the  Marine  Mammal  Protection  Act  (MMPA),  the 
Endangered  Species  Act,  and  National  Marine  Fisheries  Services  guidelines 
for  approaching  seals  and  sea  lions.  Consult  with  the  appropriate  agency  for 
identification  of  critical  timing  events,  such  as  molting,  parturition,  etc.,  and 
recommended  distances  to  avoid  disturbances.  “Taking”  of  marine 
mammals  is  prohibited;  “taking”  includes  harassment  (adverse  disturbance), 
pursuit,  or  attempting  any  such  activity. 

2.  Locate  Forest  Service  authorized  and  approved  facilities  and  concentrated 
human  activities  as  far  from  known  marine  mammal  haul  outs,  rookeries  and 
known  concentration  areas  as  feasible  to  meet  the  Alaska  Coastal 
Management  Program  (ACMP)  consistency  requirements  and  MMPA.  The 
following  distances  are  provided  as  general  guidelines  for  maintaining 
habitats  and  reducing  human  disturbance: 

a)  Locate  camps,  Log  Transfer  Facilities,  campgrounds  and  other 
developments  (where  allowed  by  the  Land  Use  Designation)  1 mile 
from  known  haul  outs,  and  farther  if  the  development  is  large. 
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b)  Forest  Service  permitted  or  approved  activities  will  not  intentionally 
approach  within  100  yards,  or  otherwise  intentionally  disturb  or 
displace  any  hauled-out  marine  mammal. 

c)  Dispose  of  waste  oil  and  fuels  off-site  as  regulated  by  the  Alaska 
Department  of  Environmental  Conservation. 

3.  Cooperate  with  the  State  and  other  Federal  agencies  to  develop  sites  and 
opportunities  for  the  safe  viewing  and  observation  of  marine  mammals  by 
the  public.  Maintain  a public  education  program  explaining  forest 
management  activities  related  to  marine  mammals  in  cooperation  with  state 
and  other  Federal  agencies. 

VIII.  Seabird  Rookeries 

A.  Provide  for  the  protection  and  maintenance  of  seabird  (marine  bird)  rookeries. 

1 . Locate  facilities  and  concentrated  human  activities  requiring  Forest  Service 
approval  as  far  from  known  seabird  colonies  as  feasible  consistent  with  the 
Migratory  Bird  Treaty  Act.  The  following  distances  are  provided  as  general 
guidelines  for  maintaining  habitats  and  reducing  human  disturbance: 

a)  For  aircraft  flights  on  Forest  Service  permitted  or  approved  activities, 
when  weather  ceilings  permit,  maintain  a constant  flight  direction  and 
airspeed  and  a minimum  flight  elevation  of  1,500  feet  (458  meters)  for 
helicopters  and  fixed-winged  aircraft.  If  at  all  possible,  avoid  flying 
over  seabird  colonies. 

b)  Regulate  human  use  to  maintain  a 250-meter  no-disturbance  distance 
from  seabird  colonies  on  upland  habitats. 

2.  The  availability  of  garbage  to  gulls  should  be  eliminated  by  requiring 
Special  Use  Permittees  to  collect  and  dispose  of  garbage  from  their  Special 
Use  Authorizations. 

3.  Cooperate  with  state  and  other  Federal  agencies  to  develop  sites  and 
opportunities  for  the  safe  public  viewing  of  these  species.  Maintain  a public 
education  program  explaining  forest  management  activities  related  to  these 
species  in  cooperation  with  state  and  other  Federal  agencies. 

IX.  Waterfowl  and  Shorebird  Habitats 

A.  Maintain  or  enhance  wetland  habitats  which  receive  significant  use  by  waterfowl 
and  shorebirds.  (The  Tongass  National  Forest  is  a “Priority  Forest’  in  the 
national  TAKING  WING  Strategic  Plan.)  “Significant”  is  relative,  but  generally 
relates  to  use  of  a specific  area  by  tens  or  hundreds  of  individuals  of  one  or  more 
species. 

1 . Support  the  international  significance  of  wetland  habitats  on  the  Tongass 
National  Forest  by  participating  in  partnerships  such  as  the  North  American 
Waterfowl  Management  Plan  and  the  Western  Hemisphere  Shorebird 
Reserve  Network. 

2.  Identify  during  project  analysis,  in  cooperation  with  the  Alaska  Department 
of  Fish  and  Game  and  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  wetlands  which 
receive  significant  waterfowl  or  shorebird  use  during  fall/winter/spring 
concentrations  or  nesting,  brood  rearing  or  molting  habitats. 
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3.  Locate  facilities  and  concentrated  human  activities  requiring  Forest  Service 
approval  as  far  from  known  waterfowl  or  shorebird  concentration  and 
nesting  areas  as  feasible.  Minimize  disturbance  of  waterfowl  by  restricting, 
when  feasible,  development  activities  to  periods  when  waterfowl  are  absent 
from  the  area. 

4.  During  project  analysis,  consider  the  need  to  rehabilitate  waterfowl  habitat 
follow  ing  development  activities  if  there  is  no  feasible  alternative  to  the 
habitat  disturbance.  (Also  see  the  Wetlands  Forest-wide  Standards  & 
Guidelines.) 

5.  Maintain  habitat  capability  in  coastal  wetlands  and  intertidal  areas  that  are 
important  migratory  staging  areas  and  fall/winter/spring  concentration  areas, 
and  wetlands  that  are  important  nesting  and  brood-rearing  habitats,  by 
avoiding,  where  feasible,  all  development  activities  which  could  fill 
wetlands,  drain  wetlands,  or  alter  water  levels  resulting  in  loss  of  desirable 
vegetation,  or  direct  loss  of  habitat.  (Consult  the  Migratory  Bird  Treaty 
Act.) 

6.  Minimize  human  disturbance  of  habitats  during  important  periods  of  the 
year  (nesting  and  brood-rearing,  molting,  and  winter)  by  managing  human 
use  (such  as  trails,  Off-Highway  Vehicle  use)  in  significant  wetland  areas. 
The  following  distances  are  provided  as  guidelines  for  reducing  human 
disturbance: 

a)  Provide  a minimum  distance  of  330  feet  ( 1 00  meters)  between  human 
activities  on  the  ground  and  significant  areas  being  used  by  other 
waterfowl. 

7.  Develop  waterfowl  habitat  improvement  projects  in  cooperation  with 
appropriate  state,  Federal  and  local  agencies,  partner  organizations,  and 
individuals. 

8.  For  Special  Use  Administration  (non-recreational),  issue  only  authorizations 
which  meet  the  objectives  of  Executive  Order  1 1990  (Protection  of 
Wetlands).  Issue  permits  which  serve  to  preserve,  enhance,  or  aid  in  the 
management  of  the  natural  and  beneficial  values  of  wetlands. 

9.  Perform  integrated  logging  system  and  transportation  analysis  to  determine 
if  other  feasible  routes  avoiding  high  use  waterfowl  areas  exist. 

10.  If  the  need  to  restrict  road  access  is  identified  during  project 
interdisciplinary  review,  roads  will  be  closed  either  seasonally  or  yearlong 
to  minimize  adverse  effects  on  waterfowl. 

1 1.  Cooperate  with  state  and  other  Federal  agencies  to  develop  sites  for  safe 
public  viewing  opportunities  that  do  not  adversely  disturb  wildlife.  Maintain 
a public  education  program  explaining  forest  management  activities  related 
to  these  species  in  cooperation  with  state  and  other  Federal  agencies. 

B.  Conduct  activities  to  avoid  or  minimize  disturbance  to  habitats  within  the  forest, 

riparian,  and  estuarine  areas  which  are  important  nesting,  brooding,  rearing,  and 

molting  areas,  for  Vancouver  Canada  geese,  sandhill  cranes,  or  trumpeter  swans. 

X.  Heron  and  Raptor  Nest  Protection 

A.  Provide  for  the  protection  of  raptor  (hawk  and  owl)  nesting  habitat  and  great 

blue  heron  rookeries. 
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1 . Conduct  project  level  inventories  to  identify  heron  rookeries  and  raptor 
nesting  habitat  using  the  most  recent  inventory  protocols. 

2.  Protect  active  rookeries  and  raptor  nesting  habitat.  Active  nests  will  be 
protected  with  a forested  600-foot  windfirm  buffer,  where  available.  Road 
construction  through  the  buffer  is  discouraged.  Prevent  disturbance  during 
the  active  nesting  season  (generally  March  1 to  July  31). 

3.  Conduct  annual  monitoring  for  not  less  than  2 years  after  discovery  of  active 
nests.  If  the  previously  active  nests  remain  inactive  for  2 consecutive  years, 
protection  measures  for  the  site  may  be  removed. 

4.  Bald  eagle  nest  protection  standards  are  outlined  in  Section  V. 

5.  Northern  goshawk  and  osprey  nest  protection  standards  are  included  under 
the  Threatened,  Endangered,  and  Sensitive  species  Forest-wide  Standards  & 
Guidelines. 

XI.  Alexander  Archipelago  Wolf 

A.  Implement  a Forest-wide  program,  in  cooperation  with  the  Alaska  Department  of 

Fish  and  Game  and  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  to  assist  in  maintaining  long- 
term sustainable  wolf  populations. 

1 . Where  wolf  mortality  concerns  have  been  identified,  develop  and  implement 
a Wolf  Habitat  Management  Program.  To  assist  in  managing  wolf  mortality 
rates  to  within  sustainable  levels,  integrate  the  Wolf  Habitat  Management 
Program  (including  road  access  management)  with  season  and  harvest  limit 
proposals  submitted  to  Federal  and  State  Boards.. 

a)  Participate  in  interagency  monitoring  of  wolf  populations  on  the  forest. 

b)  Where  wolf  population  data  suggest  that  mortality  exceeds  sustainable 
levels,  work  with  the  Alaska  Dept,  of  Fish  and  Game  and  the  U.S.  Fish 
and  Wildlife  Service  to  identify  probable  sources  of  mortality.  Examine 
the  relationship  among  wolf  mortality,  human  access,  and 
hunter/trapper  harvest.  Conduct  analyses  for  smaller  islands  (e.g., 
Mitkof  Island),  portions  of  larger  islands,  or  among  multiple  WAA’s. 

c)  Where  road  access  has  been  determined,  through  the  analysis,  to 
significantly  contribute  to  wolf  mortality,  implement  effective  road 
closures  to  reduce  mortality.  Open  road  densities  of  0.7  to  1.0  miles  per 
square  mile  of  landscape  or  less  may  be  necessary  to  reduce  mortality  to 
sustainable  levels.  Effective  road  closure  prohibits  motorized  traffic 
(e.g.,  removing  culverts  or  bridges  versus  only  signing).  Off-Highway 
Vehicle  travel  restrictions  may  also  be  necessary. 

2.  Through  the  interdisciplinary  process,  integrate  Wolf  Habitat  Management 
Program  recommendations  in  the  development  of  Road  management 
objectives.  (See  Transportation  Forest-wide  Standards  & Guidelines  and 
Appendix  F.) 

3.  Provide  sufficient  deer  habitat  capability  to  first  maintain  sustainable  wolf 
populations,  and  then  to  consider  meeting  estimated  human  deer  harvest 
demands.  This  is  generally  considered  13  deer/square  mile  in  biogeographic 
provinces  where  deer  are  the  primary  prey  of  wolves.  Use  the  most  recent 
version  of  the  interagency  deer  habitat  capability  model  and  field  validation 
of  local  deer  populations  to  estimate  deer  habitat  capability. 


Helicopter  Landing  Tours  on  the  Juneau  Icefield  2003-2007 


Appendix  B 


4.  Design  management  activities  to  avoid  abandonment  of  wolf  dens. 

a)  Maintain  a 1,200-foot  forested  buffer,  where  available,  around  known 
active  wolf  dens.  Road  construction  within  the  buffer  is  discouraged 
and  alternative  routes  should  be  identified  where  feasible.  No  road 
construction  is  permitted  within  600  feet  of  a den  unless  site-specific 
analysis  indicates  that  local  landform  or  other  factors  will  alleviate 
potential  adverse  disturbance. 

b)  If  a den  is  monitored  for  two  consecutive  years  and  found  to  be 
inactive,  buffers  described  in  a),  above,  are  no  longer  required. 
However,  in  the  spring-time,  prior  to  implementing  on-the-ground 
management  activities  (timber  harvest  or  road  construction),  check  each 
known  inactive  den  site  to  see  if  it  has  become  active. 

XII.  Mountain  Goat 

A.  Provide  for  the  long-term  productivity  of  mountain  goat  habitat  and  viability  of 
mountain  goat  populations,  both  native  and  introduced. 

1 . Locate  facilities  and  concentrated  human  activities  as  far  from  important 
wintering  and  kidding  habitat  as  feasible. 

a)  Where  feasible,  locate  facilities,  camps,  LTF's,  campgrounds,  and  other 
developments  1 mile  or  more  from  important  wintering  and  kidding 
habitat. 

b)  If  the  1 mile  or  more  distance  cannot  be  achieved,  mitigate  possible 
adverse  impacts  by  seasonally  restricting  or  regulating  human  use,  and 
other-site  specific  mitigation  measures. 

2.  Forest  Service  and  State  of  Alaska  permitted  or  approved  aircraft  flights 
(fixed  wing  and  helicopter),  including  helicopter  yarding  of  timber,  should 
maintain  a 1,500-foot  vertical  or  horizontal  clearance  from  traditional 
summer  and  kidding  habitat  and  animals  whenever  feasible.  Where  feasible, 
flight  paths  should  avoid  known  mountain  goat  kidding  areas  from  May  1 5 
through  June  15.  Pilots  will  not  compromise  safety. 

3.  Where  feasible,  maintain  mountain  goat  important  winter  habitat  capability. 
During  project  planning,  use  the  most  recent  version  of  the  interagency 
mountain  goat  habitat  capability  model  which  shows  the  most  important 
habitat  to  generally  be  productive  old-growth  forest  within  1,300  feet  of 
escape  terrain  (>50%  slope  or  cliff).  Travel  corridors  used  by  mountain 
goats  between  important  seasonal  sites  should  be  identified  and  maintained, 
especially  when  they  occur  in  forested  areas. 

XIII.  Marbled  Murrelet 

A.  Cooperate  and  coordinate  with  state  and  other  Federal  agencies  to  better 
understand  the  life  history  requirements  and  distribution  of  the  marbled  murrelet. 
Nesting  habitat  relationships  are  poorly  understood. 

B.  Maintain  a 600-foot,  generally  circular,  radius  of  undisturbed  forest  habitat 
surrounding  identified  murrelet  nests,  where  available.  Minimize  disturbance 
activities  within  this  buffer  during  the  nesting  season  (May  1 - August  15). 
Maintain  the  buffer  zone  and  monitor  the  site  for  nesting  activity  for  not  less 
than  two  nesting  seasons  after  nest  discovery.  Maintain  the  buffer  if  the  nest  site 
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is  active  during  the  monitoring  period.  Buffer  protection  may  be  removed  if  the 
site  remains  inactive  for  two  or  more  nesting  seasons. 

XIV.  Reserve  Tree/Cavity-Nesting  Habitat 

A.  Provide  habitat  for  cavity-nesting  wildlife  species. 

1 .  Retain  reserve  trees  within  all  Land  Use  Designations.  Consider  the 
following: 

a)  Retain  reserve  trees  (which  may  be  soft  or  hard  snags)  with  a 
reasonable  assurance  of  windfirmness,  while  meeting  management 
objectives,  considering  safety  needs  for  people  and  equipment. 

b)  Reserve  trees  do  not  need  to  be  evenly  distributed;  clumped 
distributions  are  preferred. 

c)  Favor  saving  reserve  trees  away  from  roads  to  reduce  loss  from 
firewood  gathering  activity. 

d)  After  timber  harvest  in  an  area,  remaining  reserve  trees  may  be 
designated  as  wildlife  trees  and  marked  to  make  them  illegal  for  cutting. 

e)  Consider  retaining  live  trees  for  future  reserve  tree  recruitment. 

XV.  Moose  Habitat 

A.  Develop  habitat  management  direction  for  moose  habitats.  Coordinate  planning 
with  the  Alaska  Dept,  of  Fish  and  Game. 

1 . During  project  planning,  inventory  vegetative  conditions  in  moose  habitat 
areas  to  help  identify  short  and  long-term  changes  in  habitat  conditions,  and 
to  assess  the  effects  of  various  management  activities. 

2.  Plan  habitat  improvement  projects  utilizing  a variety  of  techniques  such  as 
silvicultural  treatments,  young-growth  management  activities,  prescribed 
burning,  planting,  and  other  vegetative  manipulation  techniques  as 
appropriate. 

3.  Coordinate  other  resource  management  activities  to  maintain  or  improve 
habitat  conditions  for  moose.  Manage  roads  to  minimize  adverse  effects  of 
human  access  on  moose  populations. 

XVI.  American  Marten 

A.  Implement  a Forest-wide  program,  in  cooperation  with  the  Alaska  Department  of 
Fish  and  Game,  to  provide  and  conserve  habitat  to  assist  in  maintaining  long- 
term sustainable  marten  populations. 

1 . Where  marten  mortality  concerns  have  been  identified,  cooperate  with  the 
Alaska  Department  of  Fish  and  Game  to  assist  in  managing  marten  mortality 
rates  to  within  sustainable  levels.  Consider  both  access  management  on 
National  Forest  lands  and  hunter/trapper  harvest  regulations  administered  by 
the  Alaska  Department  of  Fish  and  Game. 

a)  Participate  in  interagency  monitoring  of  marten  populations  on  the 
forest. 
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b)  Where  marten  data  suggest  that  mortality  exceeds  sustainable  levels, 
work  with  the  Alaska  Department  of  Fish  and  Game  to  identify 
probable  sources  of  mortality.  In  an  interagency  analysis,  examine  the 
relationship  between  hunter/trapper  marten  harvest  and  human  access. 

c)  Where  road  access  has  been  determined,  through  the  analysis,  to 
significantly  contribute  to  unsustainable  marten  mortality,  implement 
effective  road  closures  to  reduce  mortality.  Effective  road  closure 
prohibits  motorized  traffic  (e.g.,  may  include  removing  culverts  or 
bridges  versus  only  signing).  Off-Highway  Vehicle  travel  restrictions 
may  also  be  necessary.  To  meet  this  direction,  develop  and  implement 
road  management  objectives  through  an  interdisciplinary  process  (see 
Transportation  Forest-wide  Standards  & Guidelines). 

2.  The  objective  is  to  manage  high  value  marten  habitats  in  areas  of  timber 
harvest  in  higher  risk  biogeographic  provinces  to  retain  features  of  forest 
stand  structure  important  to  marten  habitat  use.  Higher  risk  biogeographic 
provinces  include  regions  where  significant  amounts  of  past  timber  harvest 
has  established  a large  component  of  forest  stand  structure  in  young  conifer 
stands  (e.g.,  harvested  since  1954)  with  little  or  no  residual  forest  structure 
within  the  stands.  These  provinces  are  East  Chichagof,  Mitkof/Kupreanof, 
North  and  Central  Prince  of  Wales,  Etolin  Island  and  Vicinity  (excluding 
Zarembo  Island  where  marten  are  absent),  and  Revillagegado  Island  and 
Vicinity.  High  value  marten  habitat  includes  stands  below  1,500’  elevation 
in  high  volume  productive  old-growth  timber  strata  as  identified  in  the  latest 
version  of  the  Interagency  Marten  Habitat  Capability  Model.  High  value 
habitat  may  be  verified  by  project  level  review  of  model  projections 
considering  on-site  specific  information  and  stand  characteristics. 

a)  Implement  the  following  standards  and  guidelines  in  2.  b)  and  2.  c)  for 
high  value  marten  habitat,  unless  local  information  from  Southeast 
Alaska  indicates  that  the  marten  habitat  objective  may  be  accomplished 
by  employing  different  methods.  Document  the  analysis  to  use  other 
methods  through  the  NEPA  process.  Examples  of  such  local 
information  include:  1)  habitat  relationships  information  on  the 
structure  of  forest  stands  used  and  selected  by  marten  for  various  life 
functions;  2)  the  response  of  marten  populations  to  the  configuration  of 
habitat  at  the  landscape  scale;  3)  the  amounts  and  dynamics  of  coarse 
woody  debris  in  various  habitat  types  of  forest  stands  and  the 
relationship  to  marten  habitat  use;  and  4)  the  amount  and  distribution  of 
high  value  marten  habitat  that  will  be  protected  through  land  allocations 
or  standards  and  guidelines  (e.g.,  habitat  reserves,  riparian  buffers, 
beach  fringe  corridors,  etc.)  that  maintain  the  integrity  of  the  old-growth 
forest  and  the  known  or  inferred  marten  population  response  to  that 
combination  of  protected  habitat. 

b)  In  VCU’s  in  the  higher  risk  biogeographic  provinces  where  over  33 
percent  of  the  productive  old  growth  forest  has  been  converted  to  young 
conifer  stands  (e.g.,  harvested  since  1954)  or  will  exceed  this  amount 
after  a proposed  project  activity,  vegetation  management  that  creates 
openings  over  2 acres  should  use  silvicultural  methods  to  meet  the 
following  forest  stand  structural  characteristics  after  harvest: 

(1)  Maintain  an  average  of  over  30  percent  canopy  closure  throughout 
the  harvest  unit.  Remaining  trees  should  be  uniformly  distributed 
throughout  the  stand,  but  trees  may  be  clumped  for  operational 


Helicopter  Landing  Tours  on  the  Juneau  Icefield  2003-2007 


Appendix  B • B-45 


Appendix  B 


concerns  or  ecological  opportunities.  Remaining  features  should 
include: 

(a)  An  average  of  at  least  8 large  trees/acre  (20-  to  30-inch  DBH 
or  greater)  for  future  snag  recruitment.  Where  not  available 
substitute  the  next  largest  trees. 

(b)  An  average  of  at  least  3 large  decadent  (standing  dead  or 
dying)  trees/acre  (20-  to  30-inch  DBH  or  greater).  Where  not 
available  substitute  the  next  largest  trees. 

(c)  An  average  of  at  least  3 pieces/acre  of  down  material  (logs  20 
to  30  inches  or  greater  in  diameter  at  the  large  end  and  10  feet 
long),  generally  distributed  throughout  the  harvest  unit. 

(d)  Consider  adding  smaller  or  younger  trees  for  future  structure 
recruitment  and  to  improve  windfirmness. 

(e)  Retained  trees  should  have  a reasonable  assurance  of 
windfirmness. 

c)  In  VCU’s  within  higher  risk  biogeographic  provinces  and  where  less 
than  33  percent  of  the  original  productive  old-growth  forest  has  been 
harvested,  vegetation  management  applied  to  high  value  marten  habitats 
that  creates  openings  over  2 acres  should  use  silvicultural  methods  to 
meet  the  marten  objective,  above.  Within  the  harvest  unit,  meet  the 
following  forest  stand  structural  characteristics  after  harvest: 

(1)  Retain  approximately  10-20  percent  of  the  original  stand  structure. 

(2)  An  average  of  at  least  4 large  trees/acre  (20-  to  30-inch  DBH  or 
greater)  for  future  snag  recruitment.  Where  not  available  substitute 
the  next  largest  trees. 

(3)  An  average  of  at  least  3 large  decadent  (dead  or  dying)  trees/acre 
(20-  to  30-inch  DBH  or  greater).  Where  not  available  substitute  the 
next  largest  decadent  trees. 

(4)  An  average  of  at  least  3 pieces/acre  down  material  (logs  20  to  30 
inches  or  greater  in  diameter  at  the  large  end  and  10  feet  long), 
generally  distributed  throughout  the  harvest  unit. 

(5)  Retained  trees  should  have  a reasonable  assurance  of  windfirmness. 

(6)  Consider  adding  smaller  or  younger  trees  for  future  structure 
recruitment  and  to  improve  windfirmness. 

d)  For  timber  harvest  units  less  than  or  equal  to  2 acres  in  size,  in  high 
value  marten  habitat,  allow  full  canopy  removal  but  limit  the  number  of 
openings  to  an  equivalent  of  25  percent  of  the  stand  removed  every  50 
years  (e.g.,  12-13,  2-acre  openings;  25,  1-acre  openings,  etc.  within  a 
100-acre  stand). 

XVII.  Endemic  Terrestrial  Mammals 

A.  The  objective  is  to  maintain  habitat  to  support  viable  populations  and  improve 
knowledge  of  habitat  relationships  of  rare  or  endemic  terrestrial  mammals  that 
may  represent  unique  populations  with  restricted  ranges. 
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1 . Conduct  surveys  for  endemic  mammals  prior  to  any  project  that  proposes  to 
substantially  alter  vegetative  cover  (e.g.  road  construction,  timber  harvest, 
etc.). 

a)  Survey  islands  smaller  than  50,000  acres  in  total  size  (e.g.,  Hecata 
Island  and  smaller)  that  have  productive  old-growth  forest  suitable  for 
timber  harvest.  Conduct  surveys  on  larger  islands  if  there  is  a high 
likelihood  that  endemic  taxa  are  present  that  may  be  affected  by  the 
proposed  project. 

b)  The  extent  and  rigor  of  surveys  will  be  commensurate  with  the  degree 
of  existing  and  proposed  forest  fragmentation,  and  potential  risk  to 
endemic  mammals  that  may  be  present. 

c)  Surveys  should  emphasize  small  (voles,  mice,  and  shrews)  and  medium 
sized  (ermine  and  squirrels)  endemic  mammals  with  limited  dispersal 
capabilities  that  may  exist  within  the  project  area. 

d)  Design  and  test  survey  protocols  in  cooperation  with  the  PNW 
Research  Station. 

2.  Assess  the  impacts  of  the  proposed  project  relative  to  the  distinctiveness  of 
the  taxa,  population  status,  degree  of  isolation,  island  size,  and  habitat 
associations  relative  to  the  proposed  management  activity. 

3.  Where  distinct  taxa  are  located,  design  projects  to  provide  for  their  long- 
term persistence  on  the  island. 

XVIII.  Landscape  Connectivity 

A.  Design  projects  to  maintain  landscape  connectivity. 

1.  The  objective  is  to  provide  corridors  of  old-growth  forest  among  large  and 
medium  old-growth  habitat  reserves  (Appendix  K)  and  other  natural  setting 
Land  Use  Designations  (LUD’s)  at  the  landscape  scale. 

2.  During  the  environmental  analysis  for  projects  proposing  to  harvest  timber, 
construct  roads,  or  otherwise  significantly  alter  vegetative  cover,  conduct  an 
analysis  at  the  landscape  scale  to  identify  blocks  of  contiguous  old-growth 
forest  habitat  within  large  and  medium  reserves  and  other  natural  setting 
LUD’s  and  then  determine  whether  forest  connectivity  exists  among  old- 
growth  blocks  in  large  and  medium  reserves  and  natural  setting  LUD’s. 
Consider  existing  features  of  the  old-growth  strategy  such  as  the  beach 
fringe,  riparian  buffers  or  other  lands  unsuitable  for  development  as 
contributing  to  maintaining  connectivity  among  large  and  medium  old 
growth  habitat  reserves  and  natural  setting  LUD’s.  Where  these  features  do 
not  provide  sufficient  productive  old-growth  forest  connectivity  to  meet  the 
objective  in  1.  above,  provide  stands,  where  they  exist,  of  productive  old- 
growth  forest  or  relocate  mapped  small  old-growth  habitat  reserves  (See 
Appendix  K)  during  project  planning.  Designed  corridors  should  be  of 
sufficient  width  to  minimize  edge  effect  and  provide  interior  forest 
conditions. 
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Appendix  C 

Sample  Outfitter  Guide 
Operating  Plan 


Helicopter  Glacier  Landing,  Trekking,  and  Dogsled 
Mushing  Tours 

I.  Purpose 

The  primary  purposes  of  this  plan  are: 

1 . To  ensure  protection  of  the  natural  resources  within  the  Tongass  National 
Forest  in  the  permitted  area  of  operation  of  Sample  Helicopters,  Inc. 

2.  To  provide  documentation  of  safety  procedures,  training,  emergency  contact 
procedures  and  mitigation  required  in  the  Helicopter  Landing  Tours  on  the 
Juneau  Icefield  2003  - 2007  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement  and 
Record  of  Decision  to  ensure  a safe  outfitter  guiding  operation  for  Sample 
Helicopter’s  clients.  Upon  approval  by  the  permit  holder  and  the  Forest 
Service,  this  operating  plan  becomes  part  of  the  special  use  permit  issued  to 
Sample  Helicopters,  Inc.  It  is  the  responsibility  of  the  permittee  to  seek  out, 
understand  and  comply  with  all  State,  Federal,  and  local  laws,  policies,  and 
regulations  (i.e.,  OSHA  requirements  for  employee  housing,  fuel  storage, 
and  handling  requirements). 


II.  Description  of  Services  and  Operational 
Guidelines 

Sample  Helicopters,  Inc.  is  authorized  to  conduct  guided  helicopter  landing  tours,  dogsled 
mushing  tours,  and  backcountry  expedition  tours  on  the  Juneau  Icefield.  All  tours  will 
begin  and  end  at  the  Sample  Helicopters,  Inc.  Helicopter  facility.  Prior  to  all  trips,  all 
passengers  will  be  briefed  by  Sample  Helicopters,  Inc.  employees  on  proper  safety 
procedures  including  loading,  unloading,  and  in  flight  conduct  and  walking  on  glacier  ice. 
Detailed  descriptions  of  these  tours  are  discussed  later  in  this  document. 

Helicopter  landings  and  associated  activities  will  be  within  the  limits  of  the  Helicopter 
Landing  Tours  on  the  Juneau  Icefield  2003  - 2007  Final  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  and  other  stipulations  identified  in  this  operating  plan. 

Names  and  contact  information  for  all  Sample  Helicopters,  Inc.,  employees  will  be 
provided  to  the  Forest  Service  prior  to  commercial  operations,  and  updated  throughout 
the  season  prior  to  new  individuals  participating  in  the  authorized  activities. 


Helicopter  Landing  Tours  on  the  Juneau  Icefield  2003-2007 


Appendix  C • C-1 


Appendix  C 


Sample  Helicopters,  Inc.,  will  provide  the  Forest  Service  with  names  and  contact 
information  of  subcontractors  (Company  name  and  list  of  employees)  and  validation  of 
qualifications  for  the  guided  activity. 

II.  A.  Helicopter  Tour  and  Landing  Site  Operations 

II.  A.  1.  Operational  Requirements  as  Required  in  the  Record  of  Decision 
for  Helicopter  Landing  Tours  on  the  Juneau  Icefield  2003  - 2007  Final 
Environmental  Impact  Statement 

All  authorized  operations  will  meet  FAA  requirements  to  achieve  safe  air  operations 
(routing,  airspace  separation  and  coordination  with  other  operators).  Sample  Helicopters, 
Inc.  will  comply  with  the  most  recent  Letter  of  Agreement  between  airspace  users  in  the 
Juneau  area  and  the  FAA  Flight  Standards  District  Office.  The  agreement  specifies 
routes,  altitudes,  frequencies  and  procedures  for  operating  in  the  Juneau  area. 

Consistent  with  aircraft  and  passenger  safety  and  with  FAA  Regulations  and  the  Letter  of 
Agreement,  all  helicopter  tour  flights  will  maintain  a 1,500  foot  clearance  and  or 
avoidance  (as  described  in  Appendix  X of  this  operating  plan)  of  key  mountain  goat 
areas,  mountain  goats,  bird  nesting  areas,  brown  and  black  bears,  wolves,  moose,  sea 
lions  and  other  marine  mammals. 

Consistent  with  aircraft  and  passenger  safety  and  with  FAA  Regulations  and  the  Letter  of 
agreement,  identified  flight  paths  will  be  followed  to  provide  regular  and  consistent 
helicopter  activity  and  to  avoid  mountain  goat  kidding  areas  from  May  1 5 through  June 
1 5 of  each  year  as  shown  on  Appendix  X of  this  operating  plan. 

Consistent  with  aircraft  and  passenger  safety,  and  with  FAA  Regulations  and  Letter  of 
Agreement  requirements,  all  authorized  operations  will  adhere  to  the  following  U.S.  Fish 
and  Wildlife  Service  recommendations  regarding  eagle  nests: 

Maintain  established  travel  routes  but  avoid  any  eagle  nest  by  at  least  % mile  (1,320  feet). 

Helicopters  will  avoid  hovering  and  circling  around  any  eagle  nest. 

Sample  Helicopters,  Inc.  helicopters  will  not  hover,  circle,  or  harass  wildlife  in  any  way. 
This  refers  particularly  to  mountain  goats,  eagles,  bears,  sea  lions  and  other  marine 
mammals,  but  includes  all  other  species. 

Sample  Helicopters,  Inc.  will  report  observations  (date,  location,  species)  of  mountain 
goats,  brown  and  black  bear,  moose,  wolf  and  wolverines  to  the  Juneau  Ranger  District 
with  the  end  of  the  season  use  reports. 

Sample  Helicopters,  Inc.,  will  use  flight  routes  as  shown  on  the  maps  attached  to  this 
operating  plan.  Safety  will  not  be  compromised. 

In  partnership  with  the  Forest  Service  and  other  helicopter  tour  operators,  Sample 
Helicopters,  Inc.  will  develop  an  exhibit  or  some  other  interpretive  communication,  for 
helicopter  pilots  and  clients  detailing  appropriate  aircraft  behavior  in  regards  to  wildlife. 
The  Forest  Service  and  Sample  Helicopters,  Inc  will  mutually  agree  to  the  format  of  this 
message. 

II.  A.  2.  Aircraft  Safety 

All  authorized  operations  will  assure  that  operators  meet  FAA  requirements  to  achieve 
safe  air  operations  (routing,  airspace  separation  and  coordination  with  other  operators). 
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Flight  routes  will  be  coordinated  with  the  FAA  and  other  operators  to  insure  safety  of  the 
operation.  Sample  Helicopters,  Inc.  is  required  to  work  with  other  permitted  operators  to 
coordinate  flight  approaches,  landing  sites  and  times  to  ensure  helicopter  safety,  avoid 
congestion,  and  to  minimize  disruption  to  other  tour  operators.  All  companies  flying  on 
the  Juneau  Icefield  are  required  to  be  in  communication  with  each  other. 

The  establishment  of  routes  and  aircraft  operating  procedures  will  utilize  the 
recommendations  of  the  Helicopter  Association  International  (HAI)  Fly  Neighborly 
Program  to  the  extent  consistent  with  safety  and  FAA  direction.  All  airspace  issues  need 
to  be  managed  in  accordance  with  FAA  regulations. 

All  tour  flights  with  passengers  will  be  conducted  in  accordance  with  FAR  Part  135. 

All  helicopters  will  meet  certification  and  maintenance  requirements  of  the  FAA  and  will 
be  fully  operational  and  in  good  condition. 

Helicopters  will  carry  support  equipment  to  assure  convenience  and  comfort  of 
passengers.  The  helicopters  will  carry  a minimum  of  one  first  aid  kit  and  airsickness 
bags. 

Helicopters  will  be  equipped  with  pulsating  landing  lights,  position  and  strobe  lights  and 
high  visibility  rotor  blades.  All  lights  will  be  on  during  flight. 

Helicopters  will  be  equipped  with  FM  radios  for  intra-company  communication  with 
Sample  Helicopters,  Inc.’s  dispatcher.  VHF  radios  will  be  used  for  communication  with 
the  Juneau  Control  Tower,  for  making  position  reports  and  communication  with  other 
aircraft  on  the  traffic  advisory  common  frequency. 

Helicopter  skids  will  be  equipped  with  skid  shoes  that  provide  extra  traction  to  prevent 
slipping  on  the  glacier. 

A-Star  helicopters  will  be  modified  so  that  excess  fuel  in  the  turbine  after  engine  shut 
down  will  not  drain  onto  the  glacier  or  ground. 

Sample  Helicopters,  Inc.  will  abide  by  the  Letter  of  Agreement  with  the  local  FAA  Flight 
Standards  office.  The  agreement  includes  air  traffic  procedures,  frequencies,  routes  and 
other  information.  Sample  Helicopters,  Inc.  will  also  coordinate  with  other  operators  to 
provide  a safe  operating  environment. 

II.  A.  3.  Pilot  Requirements 

All  pilots  must  hold  current  commercial  pilot  licenses  and  medical  certificates  as 
prescribed  by  the  Federal  Aviation  Administration  and  fully  qualified  under  FAR 
Part  135. 

It  is  the  ultimate  responsibility  of  each  pilot  to  operate  in  a safe  and  prudent  manner. 

All  pilots  will  be  well  orientated  to  the  glacier  tour  routes  and  landing  areas.  All  pilots 
will  be  thoroughly  trained  and  briefed  to  obtain  a full  understanding  of  the  peculiarities 
unique  to  glacier  area  flying,  winds,  whiteouts  and  landing  surface  conditions.  This 
training  will  enable  the  pilots  to  have  a competent  level  of  proficiency  for  piloting  in 
these  conditions.  Pilots  will  also  be  informed  of  the  stipulations  for  wildlife  protection 
and  other  mitigating  measures  described  in  this  operating  plan  as  well  as  the  fly 
neighborly  program  for  minimizing  helicopter  noise  over  residential  and  recreation  use 
areas. 

All  pilots  will  be  able  to  give  accurate  information  about  the  glaciers  and  answer 
questions  that  arise  during  the  tour. 
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All  pilots  will  be  trained  in  glacier  safety. 

Pilots  will  have  First  Aid  and  CPR  training. 

II.  A.  4.  Passenger  Safety  Briefings 

Prior  to  boarding  the  aircraft,  each  passenger  will  receive  a safety  briefing  on  each  item 
required  by  Federal  Aviation  Regulation  Part  135.  These  items  include  smoking,  seat  belt 
use,  locations  of  survival  gear,  location  and  use  of  emergency  exits  and  doors,  use  of  life 
vests  and  location  of  fire  extinguishers. 

The  safety  briefing  will  be  given  by  the  pilot  or  a person  who  has  completed  Sample 
Helicopters,  Inc.’s  FAA  approved  Safety  Briefing  Training  Program. 

The  briefing  will  be  supplemented  by  printed  cards,  which  will  be  carried  in  the  aircraft  in 
locations  convenient  to  each  passenger. 

Written  safety  briefings  will  be  provided  in  common  foreign  languages  for  those  who 
need  them. 

II.  A.  5.  Passenger  Loading 

All  passengers  will  be  manifested  according  to  aircraft,  with  first  and  last  names  and 
passenger  weights. 

All  loading  will  comply  with  aircraft  weight  and  balance  restrictions  as  required  by  FAR 
Part  135. 

Passengers  will  not  board  or  exit  the  helicopter  while  the  rotors  are  turning  unless  there  is 
a ground  guide  to  direct  and  assist  them.  Pilots  will  remain  at  the  controls  until  the  rotors 
are  stopped. 

II.  A.  6.  Landing  Sites 

When  multiple  aircraft  are  landing  at  the  same  site,  the  helicopters  will  land  at  a safe 
distance  from  each  other.  This  will  allow  the  pilot  to  supervise  a small  group  of  people, 
brief  them  on  the  hazards  of  walking  on  the  glacier  and  keep  them  away  from  hazard 
areas. 

The  landed  helicopter  has  first  priority  over  the  area  within  the  immediate  vicinity  of  the 
landing  location,  with  the  exception  of  reserved  sites.  Reserved  sites,  which  have  a 
structure  placed  on  them,  may  occupy  up  to  3 acres  per  site. 

The  exact  location  of  the  landing  sites  can  vary  on  a day-to-day  basis.  Hazards  to  be 
evaluated  are: 

• Crevasses — The  main  hazard  to  consider  in  choosing  a glacier-landing  site.  The 
proposed  site  must  be  flat  and  as  crevasse  free  as  possible.  Glacier  landing  sites 
with  snow-covered  crevasses  will  be  avoided. 

• Icefalls — Any  hanging  ice  or  snow  within  the  immediate  vicinity  of  the  ground 
site  must  be  regarded  as  a possible  hazard.  Sites  should  be  far  enough  away 
from  any  icefall  to  minimize  the  possibility  of  falling  ice  reaching  the  helicopter. 

• Avalanches — Most  slopes  on  the  Juneau  Icefield  that  extend  past  4,000  feet  in 
elevation  can  retain  a substantial  snow  pack  throughout  the  summer  season.  The 
potential  instability  of  these  snow  packs,  particularly  those  having  slope  angles 
between  20  degrees  and  50  degrees,  should  be  taken  into  account  when 
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evaluating  a potential  glacier-landing  site.  Sites  should  be  located  away  from 
any  such  slope,  especially  after  heavy  snow  falls  on  higher  elevations. 

• Rock  fall — All  glacier-landing  sites  should  be  located  clear  of  any  massive  rock 
outcrops  that  may  present  a danger  from  rock  fall.  All  rock  outcrops  should  be 
considered  potentially  loose. 

• Site  Grade — Selected  sites  must  have  a level  grade.  Sites,  which  are  not  level, 
have  the  potential  to  cause  helicopters  to  slip  when  landing,  taking-off,  or  sitting 
on  the  ice. 

III.  Basic  Glacier  Landing  Tour 

The  average  price  for  this  tour  is  $ . This  tour  involves  a total  time  of  3 hours, 

including  transportation  to  and  from  the  cruise  ship. 

Clients  will  be  transported  via  bus  to  the  helicopter  base  of  operations,  where  they  will 
receive  a tour  overview,  wildlife  briefing,  safety  briefing,  and  glacier  boots.  Clients  will 
then  be  escorted  to  the  helicopter  and  introduced  to  their  pilot.  Escorts  will  ensure  clients 
are  properly  seated  and  secured  with  seatbelts.  Upon  helibase  departure,  the  A-Star,  with 
up  to  six  passengers  aboard,  will  follow  the  route  identified  as  Tour  Route  A and  will  land 
in  area  A1  or  A2  as  shown  on  attached  map. 

Clients  will  be  informed  on  how  and  where  to  walk  safely  on  the  glacier  surface,  the 
nature  of  the  Juneau  Icefield,  glacier  features  and  dynamics,  and  the  value  of  this  Tongass 
National  Forest  resource.  After  given  time  to  explore  the  immediate  area  with  the  pilot  or 
on-site  glacier  guide,  clients  will  return  to  the  aircraft  and  continue  on  the  remainder  of 
the  flightseeing  tour.  The  tour  ends  at  the  helibase  where  clients  are  requested  to  fill  out  a 
comment  card,  and  are  also  provided  with  a map  of  the  Juneau  Icefield. 


IV.  Icefield  Flightseeing  and  Dogsled  Mushing  Tour 

IV.  A.  Description  of  the  Dogsled  Mushing  Tour 

The  average  price  for  this  tour  is  $ . This  tour  involves  a total  time  of  4 hours, 

including  transportation  to  and  from  the  cruise  ship. 

Clients  will  be  transported  via  bus  to  the  helicopter  base  of  operations,  where  they  will 
receive  a tour  overview,  wildlife  briefing,  safety  briefing,  and  glacier  boots.  Clients  will 
then  be  escorted  to  the  helicopter  and  introduced  to  their  pilot.  Escorts  will  ensure  clients 
are  properly  seated  and  secured  with  seatbelts.  Upon  helibase  departure,  four  A-Star 
Helicopters,  each  with  up  to  six  passengers  aboard,  will  follow  the  flight  route  identified 
as  Tour  route  B and  will  land  in  area  B1  or  B2  as  shown  on  attached  map.  Poor  weather 
flight  route  is  shown  as  Bx  on  the  attached  map. 

Four  helicopters  will  fly  together  as  a grouped  flight  and  arrive  at  the  camp  at  the  same 
time.  They  will  carry  up  to  six  passengers  each  for  a total  of  24  passengers  per  departure. 
There  will  be  a maximum  of  ten  groups  of  four  helicopters  per  day.  A maximum  of  40 
landings  and  240  clients  per  day  will  occur  at  the  dogsled  mushing  enclave  site. 

Upon  landing  on  the  glacier,  the  clients  will  receive  a briefing  on  safety,  glacier  travel, 
operation  of  a sled  dog  team,  and  location  and  use  of  communication  and  survival 
equipment.  They  will  be  under  the  immediate  supervision  of  a qualified  guide  at  all 
times.  Glacier  boots  will  be  provided  by  Sample  Helicopters,  Inc.,  as  well  as  rain  gear, 
gloves,  sunglasses,  and  sunscreen,  if  necessary.  The  advertising  brochures  distributed  on 
the  cruise  ships  will  encourage  the  clients  to  dress  appropriately.  In  case  of  an  emergency 
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the  tents  will  be  used  as  shelter  for  the  clients,  where  all  additional  necessary  clothing, 
blankets  and  weather-related  gear  will  be  located,  to  be  used  as  needed. 

Clients  will  receive  a narration  on  the  history  of  dog  mushing  in  Alaska,  the  current  sport 
of  dog  mushing,  dog  breeding,  nutrition  and  some  natural  history  of  the  glaciers  that  they 
are  viewing. 

After  the  briefings  they  will  board  the  dogsleds  for  a ride  of  approximately  2 miles.  Each 
of  up  to  eight  dog  teams  (10-12  dogs  each)  will  be  pulling  two  dogsleds  in  tandem  with 
one  passenger  and  the  musher/guide,  who  is  doing  the  driving,  on  the  first  sled  and  two 
passengers  on  the  second  sled.  The  dogsled  ride  will  take  about  30  minutes. 

There  will  be  stops  during  the  ride  to  take  pictures  and  rotate  passengers  from  the  rear 
sled  to  the  front  sled.  At  the  end  of  the  dogsled  ride  they  will  be  given  time  for  photos  and 
socializing  with  the  guides  and  dogs.  They  will  then  get  ready  for  the  helicopters  to 
return  to  transport  them  back  to  the  helibase.  The  client's  total  time  on  the  glacier  is  about 
one  hour. 

IV.  B.  Dogs 

All  dogs  must  have  the  following  credentials  prior  to  transportation  to  the  Juneau  Icefield: 

• Proof  of  rabies  vaccination. 

• Letter  from  AK  licensed  veterinarian  listing  each  dogs  name  and  “clean  bill  of 
health”  for  transportation  to  the  icefield  for  work  with  the  commercial  dogsled 
operations.  The  letter  must  state  that  each  dog  is  free  from  parasites  and  is 
current  with  all  standard  vaccinations.  The  veterinarian  evaluation  must  be  done 
within  3 weeks  (21  days)  prior  to  the  dog’s  transportation  to  the  icefield.  The 
Forest  Service  must  receive  the  letter  verifying  this  evaluation  no  less  than  3 
days  prior  to  the  dog’s  transportation  to  the  icefield. 

Permittee  must  maintain  a minimum  of  one-week  supply  of  dog  and  people  food  and 
provisions  on  the  activity  site  throughout  the  entire  season  of  commercial  operations. 

An  AK  licensed  veterinarian  must  visit  the  commercial  dogsled  activity  site  at  least  once 
each  month  to  inspect  the  health  and  well  being  of  the  dogs.  A report  summarizing  the 
findings  of  these  site  visits  will  be  provided  to  the  Forest  Service  within  one  week  of  the 
visit.  Any  recommendations  from  these  inspections  will  be  implemented  immediately. 

The  cost  of  these  inspections  is  the  responsibility  of  the  permittee. 

All  dogs  chosen  for  this  operation  will  be  very  friendly  and  well  socialized.  All  dogs  will 
be  under  direct  control  of  the  mushers/guides  at  all  times.  All  dogs  will  be  licensed  as 
required  by  the  CBJ. 

An  individual  doghouse  will  be  provided  for  each  dog.  A thick,  fresh,  clean,  dry  bed  of 
straw  may  be  used  in  each  doghouse.  After  use,  all  straw  will  be  cleaned  up  and 
transported  off  the  glacier. 

A state  licensed  veterinarian  must  visit  the  site  at  least  once  each  month  to  inspect  the 
health  and  well  being  of  the  dogs.  A report  summarizing  the  findings  of  these  site  visits 
will  be  provided  to  the  Forest  Service  within  one  week  of  the  visit.  Any 
recommendations  from  these  inspections  will  be  implemented  immediately. 

IV.C.  Dogsled  Mushing  Camp  Facilities  and  Trail  System 

The  enclave  development  camp  and  trails  will  be  designated  and  located  to  blend  with  the 
icefield  surroundings  and  reasonably  minimize  visual  impact.  All  camp  facilities  will  be 
white.  All  buildings,  supplies,  gear,  etc.  will  be  completely  removed  from  the  icefield  at 
the  end  of  the  season.  The  trail  system  will  consist  of  two  trails  in  a roughly  circular 
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shape,  each  trail  being  approximately  two  miles  long.  Trail  design  will  be  developed  as 
the  season  progresses  and  snow  conditions  from  the  previous  winter  are  more  defined. 
Additional  trails  must  have  prior  Forest  Service  approval  before  trail  use  begins. 

The  base  camp  for  operations  will  be  located  in  a safe  place,  such  that  the  danger  of 
avalanche  impact  will  be  avoided,  as  well  as  ice/snow  crevasse  development.  The  camp 
will  consist  of  1 1-foot  x 16-foot  canvas  wall  tents  (with  a platform  for  each)  and/or 
weather  ports.  One  tent  will  be  used  for  cooking  and  eating.  The  other  tents  will  house 
the  camp  personnel  and  will  also  be  used  for  storage.  Furthermore,  the  tents  can  be  used 
for  shelter  for  the  clients  in  case  of  bad  weather  or  an  emergency.  Two  snow  white,  one- 
piece,  plastic,  self-contained,  portable,  sanitary,  public  toilet  facilities  (“construction-site” 
style),  each  with  hand  wash  facilities,  will  be  available  for  employee  and  client  use. 

These  toilet  facilities  will  be  cleaned  and  maintained  daily.  Waste  will  be  pumped  out  of 
these  toilet  facilities  daily  and  transported  off  the  icefield  to  a legal  dumpsite  in  Juneau. 

There  will  be  eight  guides  and  at  least  four  additional  employees  at  the  camp.  The  guides 
will  give  the  dogsled  rides  and  the  other  employees  will  care  for  the  dogs  and  perform 
other  camp  duties. 

The  only  method  of  access  to  the  camp  will  be  by  helicopter.  The  camp  will  be 
temporary  and  movable.  It  is  anticipated  that  the  camp  will  have  to  be  moved  at  least  one 
during  the  summer  in  order  to  address  the  changes  in  the  weather,  snow  and  ice 
conditions.  Whenever  the  camp  is  moved,  the  Forest  Service  will  be  notified  prior  to  and 
then  after  the  move  is  completed.  The  move  might  be  just  a short  distance  on  the  same 
glacier,  or  a greater  distance  to  another  glacier.  One  camp  move  site  B 1 to  site  B2  is 
expected  in  August,  depending  on  snow  and  ice  surface  conditions.  Depending  on  the 
distance  and  other  factors,  the  move  will  be  accomplished  by  humans  on  foot,  by  dogsled, 
and/or  by  helicopter.  Minor  moves  to  accommodate  the  snowmelt  dynamics  can  occur 
without  a notification  to  the  Forest  Service;  however,  other  significant  moves  (more  than 
500  feet)  must  be  previously  inspected  and  approved  by  the  Forest  Service  permit 
administrator.  The  Sample  Helicopters,  Inc.,  at  no  cost  to  the  Forest  Service,  will  provide 
helicopter  transportation  for  this  inspection.  This  would  be  in  addition  to  the  monthly 
monitoring  inspections. 

Passengers,  as  well  as  food,  drinking  water  and  supplies  for  the  camp,  will  arrive  daily. 

All  human  and  dog  food  brought  to  the  icefield  will  be  stored  in  sealed,  plastic  containers. 
A seven-day  supply  of  food  and  supplies  will  be  kept  on  hand  at  all  times  to  allow  for 
extended  summer  storms  with  whiteout  conditions,  which  would  prohibit  helicopter 
resupply. 

All  camp  facilities  will  be  designed  and  colored  to  blend  in  with  the  natural  environment. 
The  only  exception  to  this  is  the  need  for  safety.  For  example,  using  colored  flagging  or 
fencing  to  keep  visitors  from  straying  into  potentially  hazardous  areas.  The  intent  is  to 
minimize  the  visual  disturbance  of  the  enclave  site  facilities  on  the  natural,  white  glacier 
environment. 

There  may  be  up  to  12  structures  for  employee  housing  and  operations.  All  facilities  must 
be  in  accordance  with  State  Department  of  Labor  Safety  and  Health  codes  and 
regulations.  It  is  the  responsibility  of  the  permittee  to  seek  out  these  requirements. 

A shower  facility  is  authorized  on  site  in  order  to  meet  OSHA  requirements.  All  gray 
water,  human  and  dog  waste  must  be  stored  in  sealed,  leak  proof  containers.  Dog  waste 
will  be  removed  from  the  snow  and  ice  surface  continually  and  daily.  No  more  than  three 
barrels  full  (55-gallon  drums)  of  waste  and  wastewater  may  be  stored  on  the  activity  site 
at  any  time  (local  weather  permitting  for  helicopter  operations.)  All  waste  and  wastewater 
will  be  transported  off  site  and  removed  from  National  Forest  Lands  to  an  approved  waste 


Helicopter  Landing  Tours  on  the  Juneau  Icefield  2003-2007 


Appendix  C • C-7 


Appendix  C 


disposal  site.  The  intent  is  to  avoid  storing  large  quantities  of  waste  on  the  Juneau 
icefield. 

A thorough  clean  up  and  maintenance  program  will  be  performed  for  the  kennel  and  trail 
system.  Using  shovels  and  plastic  buckets,  camp  personnel  will  clean  the  kennel  at  least 
four  times  per  day,  and  the  trail  system  will  be  completely  cleaned  at  least  once  each  day, 
and  other  times  as  appropriate.  All  human  and  dog  waste  will  be  transported  out  of 
operating  area  daily  by  helicopter  to  a proper  waste  disposal  site  in  Juneau.  Waste  will  be 
transported  in  tight-sealing  55-gallon  barrels.  Emphasis  will  be  placed  on  minimizing  or 
eliminating  (whenever  possible)  the  visual  effects  on  the  icefield. 


V.  Backcountry  Expedition  Tours 

The  average  price  for  this  tour  is  $ . This  tour  involves  a range  of  total  time  of  3 

hours  to  several  days  depending  on  the  specific  expedition  tour  selected,  including 
transportation  to  and  from  the  cruise  ship. 

The  duration  of  backcountry  expeditions  will  vary  depending  on  market  demand.  Tours 
will  vary  between  2-hour,  4-hour,  6-hour  or  multi-day  tours.  Loop  trips  or  point-to-point 
trips  may  be  conducted.  Locations  of  trekking  routes,  overnight  camps,  and  starting  and 
ending  points  are  shown  on  the  attached  Map  X. 

Backcountry  Expedition  Tours  involve  complete  outfitting  clients  with  high  quality 
mountaineering  and  expedition  gear.  This  may  include  but  is  not  limited  to  outer 
garments  and  gear  for  the  icefield  environment  and  travel,  ice  climbing  tools,  crampons, 
tents,  skis,  food  and  cooking  gear,  and  other  non-motorized  equipment. 

Tours  will  involve  an  overview  of  the  Juneau  Icefield  and  its  natural  resource  significance 
as  part  of  the  Tongass  National  forest.  Safety  briefing  and  instruction  will  be  conducted 
prior  to  any  travel  on  the  icefield.  Instruction  will  be  given  on  safe  icefield  travel,  the 
icefield  environmental  conditions,  navigation  and  exploration  of  glacier  features,  and 
icefield  dynamics  at  the  beginning  and  throughout  the  tour. 

Clients  will  be  thoroughly  instructed  in  the  use  of  gear  and  the  dangers  of  the  icefield 
environment.  Clients  will  have  adequate  opportunity  to  practice  icefield  travel  with  the 
specialized  gear.  Low  impact,  Leave  No  Trace  ethics  will  be  taught,  stressed,  and 
practiced. 

Client  to  guide  ration  will  be  no  more  than  6: 1 for  these  activities.  There  will  be  a 
minimum  of  one  lead  guide  with  each  trekking  group  who  will  have  a minimum  of  2 years 
experience  in  backcountry  expeditions  in  icefield  environment.  Lead  guides  will  have  a 
minimum  of  EMT  or  ETT  certification. 


VI.  Enclave  Site  Stipulations 

Dog  sled  mushing  encampments  are  considered  enclave  development  sites.  Permittee 
must  provide  the  forest  Service  with  a pre-season  enclave  site  inspection,  prior  to  site 
occupancy.  Up  to  four  forest  Service  employees  and/or  other  agency  affiliates  may  be 
transported  to  the  site.  These  trips  are  the  responsibility  of  the  permit  holder  and  must  be 
coordinated  cooperatively  with  the  Forest  Service  for  availability  of  staff  and  time  to 
implement.  The  intent  of  this  inspection  trip  is  to  make  sure  the  location  is  in  an 
avalanche  free  area,  has  suitable  surface  conditions  for  operations,  and  is  in  a location  that 
meets  the  spatial  requirements  for  the  desired  Recreation  Opportunity  Spectrum  setting 
indicators.  Employees  and/or  clients  and  equipment  may  not  occupy  the  site,  even  during 
the  day,  prior  to  this  site  inspection. 


C-8 


Appendix  C 


Helicopter  Landing  Tours  on  the  Juneau  Icefield  2003-2007 


Appendix  C 


All  human  and  dog  food  will  be  kept  in  sealed  coolers  or  plastic  containers  to  eliminate 
the  spread  of  food  odors.  Garbage  will  also  be  kept  in  garbage  cans  with  tight  fitting  lids. 
Garbage  and  human  and  dog  waste  will  be  removed  from  the  icefield  frequently  to 
maintain  a clean  camp. 

There  will  be  one  fire  extinguisher  in  each  facility  at  the  camp.  Safe  operation  of  propane 
lights,  heaters  and  cooking  facilities  will  be  stressed  to  all  employees. 

VI.  A.  Communications 

Sample  Helicopters,  Inc.  must  have  a functioning  and  usable  radio/communication  system 
in  place  prior  to  and  during  any  and  all  commercial  operations.  Communications  must  be 
available  24  hours  a day,  all  days  of  operations.  Camp  crew  must  be  able  to  reach 
emergency  services  24  hours  a day,  seven  days  a week.  This  system  must  be  in  place  and 
functional  for  the  pre-season  site  inspection.  In  addition,  each  guide  will  have  a hand 
held  radio  with  them  at  all  times  of  commercial  operations  so  that  in  case  of  emergency 
during  the  authorized  activities,  they  can  radio  to  the  base  camp  for  medical  and/or 
emergency  assistance,  and  helicopter  transportation  to  medical  facilities. 

Permittee  must  make  accommodations  for  day-to-day  communications  with  appropriate 
Forest  Service  district  staff/permit  administrator.  This  can  be  best  achieved  through  a 
dedicated  telephone  number  for  contact  (not  an  answering  service).  The  intent  is  to 
enable  the  Forest  Service  district  staff/permit  administrator  and  permit  holder  to  be  able 
to  speak  to  one  another  to  discuss  issues  within  any  24-hour  period. 

A 24-hour  radio/communications  system  must  be  functional  and  in  place  for  testing  by 
Forest  Service  personnel,  prior  to  human  occupancy  of  the  site.  The  intent  is  to  make 
sure  there  is  24-hour  emergency  contact  available  for  anybody  at  the  site  of  operations.  It 
is  the  permittee  responsibility  to  provide  the  Forest  Service  with  OAS  carded  helicopter 
transportation  to  the  site  for  testing  the  radio/communications  system.  These  trips  are  the 
responsibility  of  the  permit  holder  and  must  be  coordinated  cooperatively  with  the  Forest 
Service  for  availability  of  staff  and  time  to  implement.  This  must  be  done  prior  to  any 
human  occupancy  of  the  site. 

VI.  B.  Fuels 

Propane  will  be  the  fuel  used  in  all  cooking  and  heating  stoves,  thus  eliminating  the 
possibility  of  any  fuel  leaks  or  spills  on  the  icefield.  One  gasoline  powered  generator  may 
be  used  to  charge  radio  batteries  and  power  small  hand  held  equipment  and  tools.  There 
will  be  no  more  than  five  gallons  of  gasoline  on  the  icefield  at  any  time. 

Permittees  are  also  authorized  to  utilize  portable  gasoline  generators  for  camp  set  up, 
demobilization,  camp  facility  maintenance/repairs,  battery  charging,  as  well  as  a pump  for 
pumping  the  waste  from  the  portable  toilets  into  the  transportation  drums.  A 
snowmobile  may  be  used  only  to  set  and  groom  the  dogsled  mushing  trails.  The 
snowmobile  may  not  be  used  for  any  other  purpose.  The  utility  and  maintenance 
operations  mentioned  here  may  be  conducted  only  during  the  “off  hours,”  8:00  p.m.  - 
8:30  a.m.  The  intent  of  limited  operating  hours  is  to  prohibit  noise  disturbance  during  the 
daytime  and  to  promote  the  Semi-Primitive  Recreation  Opportunity  Spectrum  (ROS) 
experience  for  clients  as  well  as  any  backcountry  users  who  may  be  recreating  in  the 
vicinity. 

Permittees  will  be  required  to  handle,  store,  and  maintain  any  and  all  fuels  in  accordance 
with  the  standards  and  guidelines  as  required  by  the  AK  Department  of  Safety  and  Health 
(all  federal,  state,  and  local  laws  apply).  Gasoline  and  oil  will  be  stored  in  tight  metal  or 
plastic  containers  to  prevent  spills  on  the  snow.  In  addition,  all  petroleum  fuels,  oils,  and 
equipment  that  are  powered  by  such  will  be  handled,  stored  and  maintained  in  catchment 
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basins  and/or  double-walled  tanks.  Absorbent  cloths  must  be  readily  available  to  swab  up 
any  oils  and  fuels  that  spill  into  the  catchment  basin. 

The  intent  is  to  minimize  the  use  of  gasoline-powered  tools  and  take  all  measures  to  avoid 
any  possibility  of  fuel  spillage  on  the  icefield.  Only  minor  use  of  gasoline-powered  tools 
will  be  authorized  at  enclave  sites. 

Jet  fuel  is  not  authorized  to  be  stored  at  any  of  these  sites. 

VI.  C.  End  of  Operating  Season  Clean  Up 

At  the  end  of  the  operating  season  and  no  later  than  November  1 of  the  operating  season, 
all  camp  and  operations  facilities  will  be  evacuated  from  the  Juneau  Icefield.  This  is  the 
responsibility  of  the  Sample  Helicopters,  Inc.  in  entirety.  Once  the  camp  and  facilities 
have  been  evacuated,  Sample  Helicopters,  Inc.  will  provide  an  end  of  season  site 
inspection  by  the  Forest  Service  at  no  cost  to  the  Forest  Service. 

Site  evacuation  must  occur  within  one  week  of  the  last  day  of  commercial  operations, 
(local  weather  permitting  for  helicopter  operations).  Permittee  must  notify  the  Forest 
Service  as  soon  as  possible  and  at  least  24  hours  in  advance  of  the  planned  date  for  site 
evacuation.  An  end  of  the  season  close  out  inspection  (Forest  Service  certified  helicopter 
service)  must  be  provided  as  well.  The  end  of  season  site  inspection  must  be  done  as 
soon  as  possible  after  site  evacuation,  and  no  more  than  7 days  after  site  evacuation  (local 
weather  permitting  for  helicopter  operations).  Helicopter  transportation  for  these 
inspections  will  be  provided  at  no  cost  to  the  Forest  Service.  It  is  the  responsibility  of  the 
permittee  to  notify  the  Forest  Service  and  initiate  and  coordinate  these  inspections.  The 
permittee,  or  designated  representative,  must  be  present  at  these  inspections. 

VI.  D.  Enclave  Site  Monitoring 

Permittee  must  provide  the  Forest  Service  with  one  of  the  following: 

1)  A letter  of  commitment  and  agreement  from  a helicopter  company  (other  than  the 
one  they  are  working  with  for  the  permitted  activities)  that  they  will  provide  the  Forest 
Service  with  up  to  4 monitoring  trips  the  site  of  enclave  operations.  This  letter  must  be 
received  by  the  Forest  Service  prior  to  and  within  three  weeks  of  commercial  operations. 

It  is  the  permit  holder  responsibility  to  cover  the  cost  of  these  charter  flights.  The  letter  of 
agreement  must  state  that  the  helicopter  company  can  provide  transportation  in  a Forest 
Service  carded  ship  with  Forest  Service  carded  pilot  for  this  activity  (local  weather 
permitting  for  helicopter  operations)  within  any  given  24-hour  period. 

2)  Performance  Bond  for  $4,000  (in  the  form  of  a bond,  cashiers  check  or  money 
order)  to  cover  helicopter  costs  in  the  event  the  Forest  Service  has  to  charter  flight  time 
for  these  inspections  (total  4 hours  at  approximately  $ 1 ,000/hour. 

These  will  be  “unannounced  monitoring  trips,”  and  will  be  conducted  at  the  discretion  of 
the  Forest  Service.  Up  to  four  Forest  Service  employees  and/or  other  agency  affiliates 
may  be  transported  to  the  site  for  monitoring  purposes.  The  Forest  Service  will  notify  the 
helicopter  company  at  least  24  hours  in  advance  of  when  these  trips  will  occur.  The  trips 
will  typically  involve  a 3 to5  hour  visit  to  the  site  of  operations.  The  helicopter  need  not 
stay  on  site  during  the  visit. 

VI.  E.  Default  Performance  Bonds 

In  the  event  permittee  abandons  the  enclave  site  of  operations  at  any  point  during  the 
occupancy  on  the  Juneau  Icefield,  the  Forest  Service  will  have  to  conduct  a site  clean  up 
and  evacuation  of  camp  operations  facilities  and  gear.  This  would  involve  Forest  Service 
employees'  time  as  well  as  helicopter  time  and  sling  loading  the  camp  facilities  and  gear 
off  the  icefield,  and  subsequently  dispose  of  it.  To  cover  the  cost  of  the  Forest  Sendee 


C-10  • Appendix  C 


Helicopter  Landing  Tours  on  the  Juneau  Icefield  2003-2007 


Appendix  C 


salary  and  administration,  permittee  will  deposit  to  the  USD  A Forest  Service  the  penal 

sum  in  the  amount  of  $2,000  in  the  form  of  a bond,  cashiers  check,  or  money  order. 

To  cover  the  cost  of  the  helicopter  time,  one  of  two  actions  must  be  taken: 

1.  Permittee  will  deposit  to  the  USDA  Forest  Service,  in  the  form  of  a bond, 
cashiers  check  or  money  order  the  penal  sum  in  the  amount  of  $ 20,000; 

2.  Helicopter  partner  letter  of  commitment  or  permit  amendment  to  commit  their 
time  and  resources  to  provide  the  helicopter  support,  valued  at  approximately 
$20,000. 

Deposits  are  pledged  as  security  for  performance  and  fulfillment  of  the  special  use 
permit(s)  issued  for  activities  in  conjunction  with  the  commercial  helicopter  tours  on  the 
Juneau  Icefield.  These  monies  will  be  returned  to  the  permittee  pending  satisfactory  site 
clean  up,  determined  by  the  Forest  Service  at  the  end  of  season  site  inspection. 

VI.  F.  Additional  Safety  Requirements  at  Enclave  Sites 

Emergency  procedures  of  whom  and  how  to  call  for  help  must  be  posted  and  readily 
available  for  all  employees  in  the  case  of  emergency. 

In  the  event  of  client,  employee,  or  dog  injury,  illness,  death,  or  fuel  spill  (more  than  5 
gallons  within  the  catchment  basin  and  more  than  1 gallon  outside  of  the  catchment 
basin),  or  other  significant  incident,  the  Forest  Service  must  be  notified  within  4 hours 
and  provided  with  a detailed  incident  report  within  14  days  of  the  incident.  This  report 
must  include  the  circumstances  under  which  the  incident  occurred,  a detailed  description 
of  what  happened  and  how,  and  at  least  two  witness  statements.  A follow  up  action  plan 
of  what  the  permittee  will  do  to  prevent  any  similar  incidents  from  occurring  must  be 
submitted  to  the  Forest  Service  with  the  incident  report. 

First  Aid  equipment  required  to  be  readily  available  and  on  site  prior  to  human  occupancy 
and  at  all  times  of  commercial  operations: 

• Stretcher  or  Stokes  sled. 

• Basic  Standard  First  Aid  Kits,  group  size  at  the  base,  and  one  on  each  dogsled. 

• Search  and  Rescue  equipment  to  be  kept  on  site  will  include  ropes,  crampons, 
carabineers,  ice  axes,  harnesses,  and  a litter.  All  guides  will  be  familiar  with  the 
use  of  this  equipment  and  basic  icefield  rescue  techniques,  but  would  not  be 
expected  to  be  proficient  in  the  technical  aspects  of  serious  rescue  techniques. 
The  intent  is  for  the  employees  to  be  able  to  assist  the  professionals  who  are 
transported  to  the  site  in  case  of  emergency. 

• Currently  inspected  and  functional  fire  extinguishers  in  every  structure  at  the 
base  camp  (except  for  outhouses  and  dog  houses.) 

• 24-hour  communications  system  radio  or  telephone  that  can  reach  an  emergency 
response  entity. 

VII.  Emergency  Procedures 

VII.  A.  Emergency  Procedures 

Sample  Helicopters,  Inc.,  FAA  approved  emergency  response  plan  will  be  followed  to 
respond  to  overdue  aircraft  and  related  emergencies.  In  case  of  an  aircraft  accident  or 
overdue  aircraft,  the  Sample  Helicopters,  Inc.  dispatcher  will  be  notified  by  one  of  the 
communication  links  or  initiate  action  himself  or  she  if  an  aircraft  is  overdue  by 
30  minutes.  The  dispatcher  will  notify  Sample  Helicopters,  Inc.’s  base  manager  or 
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representative,  dispatch  another  aircraft  to  determine  the  status  of  the  overdue  aircraft  and 
contact  other  aircraft  in  the  area. 

As  soon  as  an  aircraft  accident  has  been  confirmed,  Sample  Helicopters,  Inc.  dispatcher 
will  notify  company  officials,  Alaska  State  Troopers  or  Juneau  Police,  Fire  Department 
EMTs.  They  will  use  Sample  Helicopters,  Inc.’s  Emergency  Response  Manual  for 
guidance.  Other  aircraft  and  personnel  will  render  whatever  assistance  is  necessary. 

A Forest  Service  Officer  listed  on  the  Emergency  Contact  List  (Appendix  X)  will  be 
contacted  as  soon  as  possible  after  the  emergency  has  been  attended  to.  This  contact  will 
be  no  later  than  4 hours  after  the  resolution  of  the  incident.  A detailed  written  report  of 
the  incident  will  be  provided  to  the  Forest  Service  within  14  days  of  the  incident.  A 
minimum  of  two  witness  reports  will  be  provided  in  the  report  to  the  Forest  Service.  A 
reportable  incident  is  considered  any  situation  involving  Outfitter  guide  employees  or 
clients  who  needs  more  than  on-site  emergency  first  aid  assistance;  when  the  National 
Forest  System  resources  have  been  adversely  affected  by  accident  or  failed/improper 
procedures  (i.e.,  fuel  spill);  or  damage  to  aircraft  has  occurred. 

VII.  B.  Passenger  Illness  or  Injury 

Any  passenger  illness  or  injury  will  be  responded  to  immediately  by  the  most  appropriate 
means.  This  will  include  first  aid,  transport  by  van  to  the  nearest  medical  facility, 
ambulance  transportation  or  evacuation  directly  to  the  hospital  by  helicopter.  If  the 
patient  cannot  be  moved,  medical  personnel  will  be  brought  to  the  scene  to  stabilize  the 
patient  prior  to  transport. 

All  situations  involving  passenger  illness  or  injury  will  be  coordinated  via  radio  or 
telephone  with  the  dispatcher.  All  passenger  injuries,  if  more  than  on-site  first  aid  is 
needed,  are  considered  reportable  incidents/emergencies  and  must  be  reported  to  the 
Forest  Service  accordingly. 


VIII.  Use  Reporting 

The  tours  will  vary  in  length  and  landing  locations.  The  charges  for  the  tours  are  included 
in  Appendix  X.  The  tour  routes  and  landing  sites  are  included  on  the  attached  maps, 
Appendix  X. 

VIII.  A.  Monthly 

Actual  use  numbers  will  be  reported  to  the  Forest  Service  on  a monthly  basis.  Reports 
will  be  a daily  record  of  operations  detailing  the  time,  number  of  helicopters,  number  of 
passengers  in  each  aircraft,  and  the  flight  route  and  destination  sites  used  as  shown  on  the 
attached  maps.  All  outfitter  guided  helicopter  landings  on  the  Juneau  Icefield  will  be 
reported  to  the  Juneau  Ranger  District  on  or  before  the  14th  of  the  following  month  of 
operations.  Use  reports  will  be  inclusive  of  permitted  activities  for  the  entire  operating 
year,  January  through  December. 

VIII.  B.  End  of  Season 

End  of  the  season  use  reports  are  to  be  reported  to  the  Juneau  Ranger  District  within  30 
days  of  the  last  tour  of  the  year  or  December  31,  whichever  comes  first. 

End  of  the  season  use  reports  will  include  the  following: 

1 . Tally  of  monthly  use  reports 

2.  Total  landings  for  the  year 

3.  Total  service  days  for  the  year 
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4.  Total  service  days  for  each  price/tour  category  for  the  year 

5.  Wildlife  observation  log  (forms  provided  by  Forest  Service  Wildlife 
Biologist) 

VIII.  C.  Gratuity  Policy 

Holder  will  provide  the  Forest  Service  with  a gratuity  (free  or  deeply  discounted  tours) 
policy  statement  by  April  1 of  each  operating  season.  Holder  must  retain  a detailed 
gratuity  record  for  auditing  purposes. 

VIII.  D.  Permit  Renewal 

Requests  permit  renewal  must  be  done  prior  to  December  3 1 of  any  operating  year. 
Request  must  include  any  proposed  changes  to  operating  plans  and  number  of  landings 
and/or  service  days. 
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Appendix  D 

Sample  Prospectus  and  Bid 


A.  Purpose 

A prospectus  is  issued  and  bid  proposals  are  invited  whenever  a competitive  interest 
exists  or  when  it  is  believed  that  the  issuance  of  a prospectus  will  result  in  (1)  better 
services  to  the  public  and/or  (2)  increased  revenue  to  the  United  States.  (FS  Manual 
2700,  2712.2  - Prospectus). 


B.  Prospectus  and  Bid  Forest  Service  Manual 
Direction 

The  following  Prospectus  and  Bid  direction  is  found  in  Forest  Service  Manual  2700, 
Special  Uses  Management  (FSM  2700): 

2712  - APPLICATIONS.  Applications  for  special-use  authorizations  are  made 
by  bid  in  response  to  a prospectus;  by  Forms  FS-2700-3,  Special  Use 
Application  and  Report,  or  FS-2700-3  a,  Request  for  Termination  of  and 
Application  for  Special-Use  Permits  or  by  some  other  specially  prescribed  form. 
An  oral  request  to  use  National  Forest  System  lands  does  not  constitute  an 
application. 

Each  application  must  contain  enough  information  to  fully  describe  the  use 
requested.  This  must  include  an  exact  description  of  the  tract  of  land,  the  extent 
and  nature  of  the  use,  the  acreage  of  land  or  list  of  Government  improvements 
involved.  Include  information  on  how  often  and  for  what  period  the  use  is 
contemplated,  and  the  applicant's  ability  to  satisfy  the  requirements  of  the 
proposed  use.  For  large  complex  uses,  supporting  data  may  be  required  in  the 
form  of  financial  statements,  records  of  experience,  maps,  surveys,  designs,  and 
layouts.  Such  information,  however,  should  be  limited  to  that  essential  for 
evaluation  of  the  proposed  use  and  need  not  be  in  final  form  as  would  be 
presented  for  construction  approval.  Exercise  care  when  requiring  an  applicant 
to  go  to  considerable  expense  to  provide  such  data.  To  do  so,  could  imply 
approval  of  the  permit  application. 

Financial  information,  if  secured  in  confidence,  is  not  public  information. 

Forest  officers  may  not  refuse  to  receive  an  application;  they  may  approve  it  or 
disapprove  it,  however,  based  on  law,  regulation,  policy  or  merit. 

Special  instructions  related  to  applying  for  a specific  use  shall  be  found  under 
the  heading  of  that  use  in  FSM  2720  or  in  other  chapters  of  this  title. 

2712.1  - Qualifications  of  Applicants.  Except  that  Members  of  the  Congress  and 
Resident  Commissioners  are  prohibited  by  law  from  holding  certain  types  of 
special-use  permits  (FSM  2703)  any  individual,  corporation,  association, 
municipality,  or  agency  of  local  or  State  government  is  eligible  for  consideration 
for  special-use  permit. 
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Restrictions  on  Forest  Service  employees  holding  permits  are  stated  in  FSM 
6174. 

Carefully  consider  the  qualifications  of  any  applicant  before  approving  a special- 
use  application.  Do  this  whether  the  application  covers  existing  facilities  or 
planned  new  facilities.  See  FSM  2716.12.  Of  primary  interest  when  a public 
service  is  involved  is  the  applicant's  ability  to  perform  according  to  the  permit 
terms.  Information  on  the  following  points  is  helpful  in  analyzing  the 
qualifications  of  any  applicant.  It  should  be  specifically  requested  in  an 
invitation  for  bid  proposal 

(FSM  2712.2): 

1 . The  kind  and  quality  of  the  service  to  be  offered. 

2.  The  financial  resources  of  the  applicant.  This  may  require  an  extensive 
review  of  the  applicant's  credit  reference  and  financial  responsibility. 

The  applicant  should  have  in  cash  or  readily  convertible  assets  at  least 
25  percent  of  the  estimated  development  cost  of  the  project. 

3.  The  business  experience  and  qualifications  of  the  applicant  in  relation  to 
the  proposed  use. 

4.  The  fee  offered  for  concession  permit  privileges. 

The  applicant  must  supply  personal  and  business  references  so  that  the  issuing 
officer  is  satisfied  of  the  applicant's  experience  and  reputation. 

All  information  derived  from  such  review  is  confidential  and  is  for  official  use 
only. 

2712.2  - Prospectus.  When  careful  multiple  use  or  functional  planning,  that  is 
fully  responsive  to  the  intent  of  the  Multiple  Use  and  National  Environmental 
Policy  acts,  indicates  that  a concession  special  use  opportunity  is  available  and 
there  is  a demonstrated  public  need  for  the  service,  make  every  effort  to  obtain 
the  best  qualified  permittee  as  well  as  an  equitable  return  to  the  United  States. 

This  shall  be  accomplished  by  issuing  a prospectus. 

However,  where  access  to  the  National  Forest  is  across  non-National  Forest  land 
a prospectus  will  not  be  issued  until  the  Forest  Service  has  completed 
appropriate  arrangements  for  unrestricted  public  access. 

Unless  the  existence  of  sufficient  competitive  interest  is  already  established, 
public  notice  will  be  given  to  determine  the  existence  of  a competitive  interest. 
As  a minimum,  one  publication  of  the  notice  will  be  made  in  a newspaper  of 
general  circulation  of  the  locality. 

1.  Publication-Notice  Statements 

a.  Location  and  kind  of  special-use  opportunity. 

b.  Probable  amount  of  investment  that  will  be  required. 

c.  Explanation  that  a prospectus  will  be  issued  if  competitive  interest 
justifies  it. 

d.  The  place  at  which  interested  applicants  may  indicate  interest  and 
secure  additional  information. 
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Once  it  has  been  determined  that  a concession  is  in  the  best  interest  of  the  public, 
a prospectus  shall  be  issued  and  proposals  invited  whenever  a competitive 
interest  exists  or  when  it  is  believed  that  the  issuance  of  a prospectus  will  result 
in  (1)  better  services  to  the  public  and/or  (2)  increased  revenue  to  the  United 
States.  No  concession  special-use  permit  shall  be  issued  involving  a total 
planned  investment  of  more  than  $100,000  without  first  issuing  a prospectus  and 
soliciting  bids,  unless  the  necessary  private  lands  involved  are  controlled  by  the 
applicant  and  the  development  cannot  be  logically  located  entirely  on  National 
Forest  lands. 

Prospectuses  in  draft  form  shall  be  submitted  to  the  Washington  Office  for 
review  whenever  total  planned  investment  exceeds  $ 1 ,000,000  in  winter-sports 
developments  and  $250,000  for  other  concession  developments. 

Proposals  involving  private  land  shall  be  submitted  to  the  Washington  Office 
before  negotiation  takes  place  when  total  investment  plans  exceed  the  above 
criteria. 

In  soliciting  bids,  a complete  prospectus  with  a sample  permit  or  permits  should 
be  circulated,  setting  forth  the  minimum  facilities  and  services  which  must  be 
furnished,  construction  requirements,  and  time  limits.  Prospective  bidders 
should  be  informed  very  plainly  that  the  furnishing  of  public  services  at 
reasonable  rates  is  a major  objective  and  that  the  Forest  Service  shall  not  allow 
excessive  prices.  Prospective  bidders  should  be  advised  to  read  the  sample 
permits  carefully  and  to  discuss  them  fully  if  they  have  questions.  The  issuance 
of  a prospectus  should  be  given  adequate  publicity,  including  at  least  one  public 
notice  in  a newspaper  of  wide  local  circulation.  Some  of  the  more  complex 
proposals  will  require  a prospectus  advertising  period  of  6 months  or  more. 

Bids  are  solicited  on  the  basis  of  services  required  by  the  public  and  the 
minimum  fee  that  will  be  accepted.  The  invitations  shall  clearly  indicate  that  an 
annual  minimum  occupancy  fee  is  due  that  is  not  refundable,  but  will  be  credited 
against  the  total  calculated  annual  fee. 

It  is  important  that  the  prospectus  state  clearly  that  all  Forest  Service  estimates  of 
costs,  expected  use,  snow  conditions,  or  other  business  factors  are  only  of  a 
general  nature  and  that  it  is  the  applicant's  responsibility  to  make  his  own 
estimates  the  basis  of  his  proposal. 

Include  in  the  prospectus  all  types  of  development  which  the  Forest  Service 
foresees  it  might  approve  to  meet  a public  need.  Depending  on  the  situation,  it 
might  be  stated  as  required  development  and  optional  development.  Ask  the 
bidder  to  express  himself  regarding  the  optional  items.  In  addition,  sufficient 
latitude  should  be  provided  in  the  prospec  tus  and  in  the  sample 

permit  for  approval,  within  the  limits  of  the  capacity  of  the  site  and  other 
competing  values,  of  future  development  which  will  meet  a public  need.  This 
provision  is  necessary  so  that  future  expansion  will  be  possible  without  being 
inconsistent  with  the  prospectus  (FSM  271 1 .2). 

Both  the  prospectus  and  the  bid  submitted  by  the  successful  applicant  become  a 
part  of  the  special-use  permit  issued  for  the  site. 

2.  Essential  Elements  of  Every  Prospectus 

a.  General  Description  of  Area.  This  description  covers  those 

characteristics  of  the  site  and  surrounding  areas  which  have  a bearing 
on  development  and  operation  of  the  facility  being  sought.  It  might 
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include,  but  is  not  limited  to,  location,  accessibility,  climate, 
topography,  vegetation,  local  attractions,  and  recreation  opportunities. 
The  use  of  photographs  and  maps  for  descriptive  purposes  should  be 
considered. 

b.  Offering.  At  a minimum  the  offering  shall  include  the  reasons  for  the 
offering,  the  type  of  facilities  and  development  being  sought,  and  the 
types  of  facilities  and  development  which  the  Forest  Service  might 
approve  in  the  future.  A suggested  overall  site  plan  might  be  used  for 
this  purpose.  It  is  important  that  all  present  and  foreseeable 
development  be  covered  so  that  there  will  be  common  ground  for 
evaluating  all  bids. 

c.  Development  Program  Expected.  This  covers  the  minimum 
development  of  the  site  which  shall  be  required  by  the  Forest  Service. 
Requirements  regarding  the  site  plan,  construction,  and  timing  shall 
also  be  specified. 

d.  Permit.  Include  a sample  permit  or  permits  and  a discussion  of 
specific  requirements  including,  but  not  limited  to,  the  type  of  permit, 
fees,  charges  to  the  public,  insurance,  and  bonds. 

e.  Submission  of  Bids.  Include  directions  on  when  and  and  where  to 
submit  bids.  Also  specify  the  material  to  be  submitted  with  the  bid, 
including  a proposed  development  plan,  proposed  operational  plan, 
schematic  plans  for  structures  and  other  improvements,  cost  estimates, 
expected  sales  and  numbers  of  users,  a financial  statement,  plans  for 
financing,  and  business  and  personal  references. 

Exercise  care  not  to  solicit  finished  plans  or  to  otherwise  require  applicants  to 
incur  unnecessary  expenditures. 

For  example,  in  a winter-sports  response,  lift  plans  should  be  schematic  and  such 
things  as  topographic  maps,  exact  tower  locations,  lift  line  and  snow  profiles 
should  not  be  required. 

Financial  statements  and  plans  for  financing  are  secured  in  confidence  and  are 
not  public  information,  the  prospectus  should  so  state. 

Estimates  of  numbers  of  users  and  expected  sales  should  be  provided  for  at  least 
the  first  5 years  of  operation.  This  information  serv  es  as  an  indication  of  the 
public  need  being  met,  and  helps  to  evaluate  the  proposal.  Therefore,  it  should 
be  provided  for  a specified  period  in  such  form  as  can  be  used  to  compare 
proposals.  For  example: 

1 . Number  of  users  by  type  (day  visitors  or  overnight  visitors). 

2.  Number  of  users  by  season. 

3 . Number  of  users  by  facility  used. 

4.  Sales  by  type  of  facility  or  service. 

3.  Selection  of  Successful  Applicant.  The  prospectus  shall  specify  the 

criteria  to  be  used.  These  include,  but  are  not  necessarily  limited  to.  the: 

a.  Kind  and  quality  of  service  proposed  in  terms  of  meeting  public  need. 
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b.  Applicant's  experience  in  this  or  related  fields  and  the  qualification  he 
possesses  to  fully  satisfy  the  public  need  for  service. 

c.  Verification  of  financial  resources. 

d.  Return  to  the  Government. 

4.  Special  Conditions.  Include  reservations  and  conditions  by  the  Forest 
Service,  such  as  the  right  to  reject  any  or  all  bids,  and  the  conditions 
under  which  the  terms  of  the  prospectus  may  be  modified.  The  Forest 
Service  is  not  obligated  to  accept  the  proposal  with  the  highest  bid.  The 
objective  is  to  select  an  applicant  whose  proposal  will  best  serve  the 
public  need.  However,  obtain  the  advice  of  the  attorney  in  charge  and  the 
Fiscal  Agent  prior  to  accepting  a bid  that  does  not  provide  the  highest 
return. 

When  facilities  are  needed  and  a prospectus  has  produced  no  bids,  conditions 
including  surcharges  on  fees  may  be  negotiated.  In  such  cases,  however, 
negotiations  must  be  based  on  the  requirement  of  the  prospectus.  Significant 
changes  from  the  prospectus  made  during  negotiations  are  cause  for 
readvertisement. 


C.  Process 

The  Forest  Service  will  develop  a set  of  criteria  that  interested  operators  may  respond  to 
with  a bid  proposal  package.  The  4 basic  evaluation  criteria  used  to  analyze  the  applicant 
qualifications  are  listed  above  in  Section  B,  and  examples  of  these  are  listed  below  in 
Section  D.  Selection  of  successful  applicants  will  be  based  on  response  to  these 
evaluation  criteria.  Evaluation  of  proposals  is  conducted  by  using  numerical  weighting 
for  each  criterion,  depending  on  attributes  key  to  the  specific  situation.  The  selection 
process  is  an  appealable  decision  under  36  CFR  25 1 .86.  Permits  will  not  be  issued  to 
selected  applicants  until  the  established  administrative  time  period  to  appeal  has  elapsed, 
and  if  appealed,  until  the  pending  appeal  is  resolved.  Both  the  prospectus  and  the  bid 
submitted  by  the  successful  applicant  become  a part  of  the  special-use  permit  issued  for 
the  site.  We  will  consider  the  practicality  of  administering  a special  use  permit  based  on 
proposals  during  our  evaluation.  For  example:  Administration  based  on  helicopter  flight 
timing  is  much  more  practical  than  administration  based  on  specific  altitude  and  air  speed 
of  helicopters. 

Depending  on  the  responses  to  the  invitation  for  bids,  (response  to  evaluation  criteria)  and 
the  NEPA  document  identifying  limitations  for  the  possible  activities  (Helicopter  Landing 
Tours  on  the  Juneau  Icefield  2003-2007  FEIS  and  the  associated  ROD),  there  may  be  one 
or  multiple  awards  for  the  limited  number  of  landings  and  possible  activities  on  the 
Juneau  Icefield.  Award  is  made  through  a letter  to  successful  applicants,  followed  by 
allocation  through  the  issuance  of  a special  use  permit. 


D.  Sample  Evaluation  Criteria 

Examples  of  criteria  that  could  be  used  to  evaluate  an  applicant's  qualifications  and  ability 
to  perform  according  to  the  permit  terms  are  listed  below. 
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1.  The  kind  and  quality  of  the  service  to  be  offered. 

Examples  include  but  are  not  limited  to: 

• Charges  to  the  public  for  sendees. 

• Type  of  equipment  and  gear  used  and/or  provided  to  clients 

• Type  and  capacity  of  aircraft  utilized  for  the  guided  tour. 

• Provisions  for  physically  challenged  and  non-English  speaking  individuals 

• Interpretive  aspect  of  the  tour,  which  furthers  the  understanding  and 
enjoyment  of  the  Tongass  National  Forest  resources. 

2.  The  financial  resources  of  the  applicant. 

This  may  require  an  extensive  review  of  the  applicant's  credit  reference  and  financial 
responsibility.  The  applicant  should  have  in  cash  or  readily  convertible  assets  at  least  25 
percent  of  the  estimated  development  cost  of  the  project. 

Examples  include  but  are  not  limited  to: 

• Applicants  must  complete  the  Financial  Statement,  Form  FS  6500-24. 

• Financial  statements  are  secured  in  confidence  and  are  not  public  information. 
Applicants  must  state  if  they  want  this  form  returned  to  them. 

3.  The  business  experience  and  qualifications  of  the  applicant  in 
relation  to  the  proposed  use. 

Examples  include  but  are  not  limited  to: 

• History  of  authorized  use.  We  will  consider  an  applicant’s  previous 
performance  while  operating  under  permit  (i.e.,  compliance  with  terms  of  permit, 
prompt  fee  payment,  reasonable  record  keeping  and  reporting,  customer 
satisfaction,  etc.) 

• Employee  emergency  training,  procedures,  equipment7 supplies. 

• Client  safety  briefing  content  and  procedures. 

• Aircraft  and  all  other  equipment  gear  used  for  the  tours  and  activities  on  site. 
Avionics,  radar  altimeters,  GPS  units,  modifications,  modified  skids, 
maintenance,  etc. 

• Ability  to  work  with  other  outfitters  guides  tour  operators  to  minimize  conflicts. 

• Ability  to  minimize  and  mitigate  noise  impacts  to  the  recreationists  and  residents 
in  the  Juneau  Community.  Details  may  include  the  days  and  hours  of  operations, 
flight  routes  and  elevations,  weather  effects  on  flight  paths,  and  elevations. 

• Ability-  to  track  and  monitor  flight  routes  and  elevations,  aircraft  identification, 
and  respond  to  public  inquiries  and  complaints. 

• Applicant  must  supply  personal  and  business  references  so  that  the  issuing 
officer  is  satisfied  of  the  applicant's  experience  and  reputation.  All  information 
derived  from  such  review  is  confidential  and  is  for  official  use  only. 

• Monitormgfeedback  program. 
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4.  The  fee  offered  for  concession  permit  privileges. 

• In  addition  to  the  basic  fees  identified  in  this  prospectus  (Offerings),  each  bidder 
may  offer  a surcharge  (a  fee  greater  than  the  required,  basic  outfitter  guide  flat 
fee  he/she  is  willing  to  pay  for  the  service  days  he/she  is  bidding  on.  No 
minimum  amount  is  required.  This  surcharge  will  be  expressed  in  terms  of  a 
percentage  and  added  to  the  basic  fee. 

• All  surcharge  bids  will  apply  for  a minimum  of  a 5 -year  period.  This  will 
include  all  temporary  use  that  may  be  converted  to  priority  use.  Successful 
applicants  with  no  recent  authorized  temporary  or  priority  use  will  operate  under 
annual  temporary  use  permits  for  two  consecutive  years  before  being  considered 
for  priority  use  issuance. 
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Response  to  Comments 


In  July  2001,  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (DEIS)  for  Helicopter  Landing 
Tours  on  the  Juneau  Icefield  2002-2006  was  published  and  distributed  to  approximately 
275  agencies,  organizations,  businesses,  and  individuals.  Availability  of  the  DEIS  was 
announced  in  the  Federal  Register  on  August  10,  2001,  with  a due  date  for  public 
comments  listed  as  September  24,  2001.  A public  meeting  was  announced  in  the 
newspaper  of  record,  the  Juneau  Empire,  for  2 days  (September  5 and  September  6, 

2001).  A public  meeting  held  in  Juneau  on  September  6,  2001,  was  attended  by 
approximately  72  people,  1 1 of  whom  made  oral  comments  on  the  DEIS. 

On  September  21,  2001,  the  due  date  for  comments  was  extended  to  October  6,  2001. 
Comments  were  received  from  2,255  sources  and  included  84  e-mails,  57  letters, 

17  comment  forms,  1 1 oral  comments,  and  2,086  formatted,  pre-addressed  comment 
cards  from  people  who  participated  in  helicopter  landing  tours  during  the  comment 
period.  One  letter  came  from  a federal  agency,  one  from  a state  agency,  and  four  from 
environmental  groups.  The  remainder  came  from  neighborhood  associations,  local 
businesses,  and  private  citizens.  In  total,  there  were  3,167  individual  comments. 

Following  an  initial  review  of  the  comments  and  a general  analysis  of  the  issues,  each 
letter,  e-mail  message,  form,  and  oral  statement  was  assigned  an  alphabetic  code  based  on 
the  name  of  the  agency,  organization,  or  individual(s)  submitting  the  comments1.  Each 
individual  comment  in  each  statement  was  then  assigned  a sequential  number.  For 
example,  Comment  Number  ADFG-1  is  the  first  comment  in  the  letter  from  the  Alaska 
Department  of  Fish  and  Game  (ADF&G). 

Once  the  comments  were  delineated  and  numbered,  general  areas  of  concern  in  the  public 
comments  on  the  DEIS  were  identified.  Most  comments  focused  on  one  of  twelve  issues: 

A.  Roles  and  Responsibilities  of  the  Forest  Service 

B.  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  Compliance 

C.  Consistency  with  the  Tongass  Land  and  Resource  Management  Plan 

D.  Economic  Effects 

E.  Administrative  Issues 

F.  Alternatives 

G.  Requests  for  Additional  Information  in  the  EIS 

H.  Effects  to  Residents 

I.  Effects  to  Recreationists 

J.  Effects  to  Wildlife 

K.  Safety 


1 The  2,086  pre-addressed  comment  cards  were  read  and  the  comments  were  noted,  but  the  cards  were  not 
individually  coded. 
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L.  Noise  Metrics  and  Technology 

Additional  comments  addressed  miscellaneous  concerns  (M),  offered  editorial 
suggestions  (N),  or  brought  up  issues  that  are  outside  the  scope  of  this  EIS  (O).  The 
responses  that  follow  are  organized  around  these  fifteen  topics. 

Within  these  comment  categories,  similar  comments  were  identified  and  addressed 
collectively.  For  instance,  if  several  people  expressed  concern  about  the  potential  for 
negative  effects  of  helicopter  noise  on  local  businesses,  these  comments  were  addressed 
by  a single  response. 

Appendix  Tables  E-l  and  E-2  are  designed  to  help  the  reader  identify  the  alphabetic  code 
that  was  assigned  to  each  letter  and  to  locate  the  response  to  each  comment  in  each  letter. 
The  tables  are  followed  by  responses,  arranged  alphabetically  by  the  categories  noted 
above. 

Copies  of  letters,  e-mail  messages,  comment  forms,  and  oral  testimony  appear  in 
Appendix  F.  Copies  of  the  2,086  post  cards  are  not  included.  They  are  part  of  the 
planning  record,  available  for  review  at  the  Juneau  Ranger  District  office. 
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Appendix  Table  E-1.  Comment  Statement  Received  in  Response  to  the  Draft  EIS  (Page  1 of  4) 


Author  Organization 

City,  State 

Author 

Code 

Letters,  e-mail  messages,  and  comment  forms 

Elisabeth  Babich  and  Gunter  Math 

Juneau,  AK 

EBGM 

Bruce  Baker 

Auke  Bay,  AK 

BB 

R.  Banghart 

Douglas,  AK 

RB 

Milt  Barker 

Juneau,  AK 

MB 

Jim  Bentley 

Juneau,  AK 

JB 

Pam  Bergmann 

U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior 

Anchorage,  AK 

USDI 

Frank  Bergstrom 

Gardiner,  MT 

FB 

Nancy  Berland 

Lynn  Canal  Conservation,  Inc. 

Haines,  AK 

LCCI 

Sally  Bibb 

Juneau,  AK 

SBi 

Heather  Bingaman 

Juneau,  AK 

HB 

Art  Bloom 

Juneau,  AK 

AB 

Sara  Boesser 

Juneau,  AK 

SBo 

C.  Dale  Boushley 

CDB 

Bruce  and  Judy  Bowler 

Juneau,  AK 

BJB 

Kaja  Brix 

Juneau,  AK 

KB 

David  Bruce 

Juneau,  AK 

DB 

Cindy  Buxton 

Juneau,  AK 

CB 

Jack  Cadigan 

Juneau,  AK 

JCa 

Shawn  P.  Carey  and  Marina  Lindsey 

Juneau,  AK 

SCML 

Becky  Carls 

Juneau,  AK 

BC1 

Becky  Carls 

Juneau,  AK 

BC2 

Bob  Casey 

Juneau,  AK 

BCas 

Adrian  Celewycz 

Auke  Bay,  AK 

AC 

Charlette  Chastain 

Auke  Bay,  AK 

CCh 

Citizens’  Alternative 

Juneau,  AK 

CA 

William  F.  Clutton 

Juneau,  AK 

WFC1 

William  Clutton 

Era  Helicopters 

Juneau,  AK 

WFC2 

William  Clutton 

Era  Helicopters 

Juneau,  AK 

WFC3 

Debera  Cokeley 

Juneau,  AK 

DC 

Richard  Cook 

Juneau,  AK 

RC 

JoAnne  Craig 

Juneau,  AK 

JAC 

Judy  Crondahl 

Juneau,  AK 

JCr 

Art  and  Sharon  Crostick 

ASC 

Elizabeth  Cuadra 

Juneau,  AK 

EC 

Christopher  Custer 

Juneau,  AK 

CCu 

Robert  L.  Daniels 

Juneau,  AK 

RLD 

Eldon  and  Jan  Dennis 

Juneau,  AK 

EJD 

Larry  DePute 

LD 

Tom  Doran 

Auke  Bay,  AK 

TD 

Eric  D.  Eichner 

TEMSCO  Helicopters,  Inc. 

Ketchikan,  AK 

EDE 

Lincoln  Eldredge 

Dallas,  TX 

LE 

Bob  Engelbrecht 

NorthStar  Trekking 

Juneau,  AK 

NST 

Gordon  Warren  Epperly 

Juneau,  AK 

GWE 

Mike  and  Sue  Etchart 

Litchfield  Park, 

MSE 

A Z 

Elizabeth  Fischer 

Juneau,  AK 

EF 
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Appendix  Table  E-1.  Comment  Statement  Received  in  Response  to  the  Draft  EIS  (Page  2 of  4) 

Author 


Author Organization City,  State Code 

Letters,  e-mail  messages,  and  comment  forms 


Ron  Flint 

RF 

Douglas  D.  Frazier 

Anchorage,  AK 

DDF 

Dave  Fremming 

Alaskan  Southeaster  Magazine 

Juneau,  AK 

DF 

Anne  Fuller  and  Michael  Sakarias 

Juneau,  AK 

AFMS 

Robert  Ganem 

RG 

Gerard  Garland 

Juneau,  AK 

GG 

John  Garrard 

Auke  Bay,  AK 

JG 

Anders  Gaustad 

Benicia,  CA 

AG 

Peggie  Gordon 

Juneau,  AK 

PG 

DeeAnn  and  Michael  Grummett 

Juneau,  AK 

DMG 

Pat  Harris 

Juneau,  AK 

PHa 

Betty  Lou  Hart 

Juneau,  AK 

BLH 

Debbie  Hart 

Juneau,  AK 

DH 

Karla  Hart 

Juneau,  AK 

KH 

Dianna  G.  Hebert 

Maricopa,  AZ 

DGH 

John  A.  Hebert 

Maricopa,  AZ 

JAH 

Joe  Hegseth 

Galt,  CA 

JHe 

Pete  Hettinger 

Juneau,  AK 

PHe 

Ammon  and  Janice  Hill 

Juneau,  AK 

AJH 

Everett  Hinkley 

Juneau,  AK 

EH 

Everett  Hinkley 

North  Douglas  Neighborhood 
Association 

Juneau,  AK 

NDNA 

Everett  and  Sandy  Hinkley 

ESH 

Bryan  Hochgesang 

Jasper,  IN 

BH 

Jeff  and  Diane  Hoover 

JDH 

John  Hudson 

Juneau,  AK 

JHu 

Lynn  Humphrey  and  Peter  van  Tamelen 

Juneau,  AK 

LHPT 

Lee  Hurley 

LeH 

Larry  Hurlock 

Juneau,  AK 

LaH 

Frank  L.  Jensen  Jr. 

Tour  Operators  Program 
of  Safety 

Dumfries,  VA 

FJ 

Lynn  Kanowith 

LKan 

Lorene  Kappler 

LKap 

Janet  Kennedy  and  Garry  Ketts 

JKGK 

Ben  Kirkpatrick 

Alaska  Department  of  Fish  and 
Game 

Douglas,  AK 

ADFG 

Margot  Knuth 

Juneau,  AK 

MK 

Christine  Kondzela 

Auke  Bay,  AK 

CK 

Jennifer  LaRoe 

Juneau,  AK 

JLR 

Donna  Learner 

Juneau,  AK 

DL 

Joyce  Levine 

Juneau,  AK 

JL 

Laura  Lucas 

Juneau,  AK 

LL 

Robert  and  Janie  Lyle 

Federal  Way,  WA  RL 

Ron  Maas 

Juneau,  AK 

RMa 

Neil  MacKinnon 

Juneau,  AK 

NM 

Deanna  MacPhail 

Juneau,  AK 

DMac 
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Author 

Author 

Organization 

City,  State 

Code 

Letters,  e-mail  messages,  and  comment  forms 

Charles  and  Mary  N.  Magistro 

Upland,  CA 

CMM 

Tim  McDonnell 

TEMSCO  Helicopters,  Inc. 

Juneau,  AK 

TMc 

Michele  and  James  McEdward 

Juneau,  AK 

MJM 

Loraine  H.  McGregory 

Juneau,  AK 

LHM 

Shauna  McMahon 

Juneau,  AK 

SMcM 

Denice  A.  Blefgen  McPherson 

Douglas,  AK 

DBM 

Scott  McPherson 

Douglas,  AK 

SMcP 

Douglas  Mertz 

Douglas,  AK 

DM 

Tom  Meyer 

Tom’s  Pots 

Juneau,  AK 

TM 

Roman  Motyka 

Juneau,  AK 

RMo 

Jan  Moyer 

Juneau,  AK 

JM 

Kevin  Nault 

Juneau,  AK 

KN 

Brian  Nelson 

Anchorage,  AK 

BN 

Michael  Nelson 

NorthStar  Trekking 

Juneau,  AK 

MN 

Patrick  Owen 

PO 

Jamie  Parsons 

Juneau  Chamber  of  Commerce 

Juneau,  AK 

JCC 

Tom  Paul 

Juneau,  AK 

TP 

Stacey  and  Heit  Poppinga 

Jacksonville,  FL 

SHP 

Grace  Powers 

GP 

Ray  Preston 

Juneau,  AK 

RP 

Ted  Randall 

Juneau,  AK 

TR 

R.  Mike  Rawson 

Juneau,  AK 

RMR 

Mala  Reges 

Cruise  Control 

Juneau,  AK 

CrCo 

Jim  Rehfeldt 

Juneau,  AK 

JReh 

Jerry  Reinwand 

JRei 

Andy  Romanoff 

Juneau,  AK 

AR 

Kristen  Romanoff 

Juneau,  AK 

KR 

Mark  Rorick 

Juneau  Group  of  the  Sierra  Club 

Juneau,  AK 

JGSC 

Deborah  Rudis 

Juneau,  AK 

DR 

Hakon  Satvedt 

Auke  Bay,  AK 

HS 

Susan  Schrader 

Southeast  Alaska  Conservation 
Council 

Juneau,  AK 

SEACC 

Billie  Jo  Secrist 

BJS 

Ken  Seright 

Coastal  Helicopter 

Haines,  AK 

KSe 

Russell  E.  Shaub 

Juneau,  AK 

RES 

Linda  Shaw 

Juneau,  AK 

LSh 

Thomas  Shirley 

Auke  Bay,  AK 

TS 

G.  R.  Shuman 

Reno,  NV 

GRS 

Paulette  Simpson 

Douglas,  AK 

PS 

Joe  Sonneman 

Juneau,  AK 

JS 

Larri  Irene  Spengler 

Thane  Neighborhood 
Association 

TNA1 

Larri  Irene  Spengler 

Thane  Neighborhood 
Association 

TNA2 

Kathy  Stepien 

Juneau,  AK 

KSt 
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Author 

Organization 

City,  State 

Author 

Code 

Letters,  e-mail  messages, 

and  comment  forms 

Larry  Stevens 

Juneau,  AK 

LSt 

Reed  Stoops 

Juneau,  AK 

RS 

John  C.  Stratton 

Tacoma,  WA 

JCS 

K.  Adrian  Strutz 

Juneau,  AK 

KAS 

Susan  Super 

SS 

Andy  Thomas 

TEMSCO  Helicopters,  Inc. 

Juneau,  AK 

AT 

Kevin  Tillotson 

Juneau,  AK 

KT 

Sam  Tomaro 

Juneau,  AK 

ST 

Gayle  Trivette 

Juneau,  AK 

GT 

Chris  Trollan 

Juneau,  AK 

CT 

Marc  Villeneuve 

Johnson  City,  TN 

MV 

Lynn  Wallen 

Juneau,  AK 

LW 

Dawn  R.  Walsh 

Douglas,  AK 

DRW 

Margo  Waring 

Douglas,  AK 

MWa 

Sandy  Warner 

Juneau,  AK 

SW 

Nancy  Waterman 

Juneau,  AK 

NW 

Marc  Wheeler 

Juneau,  AK 

MWh 

Russ  White 

Juneau,  AK 

RW 

Michael  Wilde 

Juneau,  AK 

MWi 

D.  Linn  Wiley 

Alta  Loma,  CA 

DLW 

Nathaniel  W.  Williamson 

Olympia,  WA 

NWW 

Mary  F.  Willson 

Juneau,  AK 

MFW 

Sara  H.  Willson 

Auke  Bay,  AK 

SHW 

Dorothy  Wilson 

Juneau,  AK 

DW 

Jim  Wilson 

Coastal  Helicopters 

Juneau,  AK 

JW 

Michael  Wilson 

Juneau,  AK 

MWil 

Amy  Windred 

Era  Aviation 

Juneau,  AK 

AW 

Stephen  E.  Wright 

Juneau,  AK 

SEW 

Oral  Comments  submitted  during  public  meetings 

Becky  Carls 

Juneau,  AK 

BC3 

Bill  Clutton 

Juneau,  AK 

WFC4 

Ronald  Dippold 

Juneau,  AK 

RD 

Karla  Hart 

Juneau,  AK 

KH2 

Everett  Hinkley 

EH2 

Dixie  Hood 

DHo 

Joyce  Levine 

Juneau,  AK 

JL2 

Dylan  Quigley 

Juneau,  AK 

DQ 

Robert  Reges 

Cruise  Control 

Juneau,  AK 

CrCo2 

Mark  Rorick 

Juneau  Group  of  the  Sierra  Club 

Juneau,  AK 

JGSC2 

Paula  Terrel 

Juneau,  AK 

PT 

Helicopter  Landing  Tours  on  the  Juneau  Icefield  2003-2007 


Appendix  E • E-7 


Appendix  E 


Appendix  Table  E-2.  Index  of  Responses  to  Comments  (Page  1 of  6) 


Comment 

Number 

Response 

Number 

Comment 

Number 

Response 

Number 

Comment 

Number 

Response 

Number 

Comment 

Number 

Response 

Number 

AB-1 

1-1 

AT-7 

K-2 

BC2-19 

F-12 

BC2-65 

H-l 

AB-2 

0-1 

AT-8 

K-2 

BC2-20 

M-6 

BC2-66 

M-l 

AB-3 

F-5 

AT-9 

F-15 

BC2-21 

H-4 

BC2-67 

M-9 

AC-1 

F-3 

AT- 10 

F-15 

BC2-22 

J-l 

BC2-68 

F-20 

AC-2 

F-5 

AW-1 

F-15 

BC2-23 

A- 3 

BC2-69 

N-10 

AC-3 

M-l 

AW-2 

A-l 

BC2-24 

H-l 

BC2-70 

H-l 

AC-4 

1-1 

AW-3 

F-3 

BC2-25 

N-8 

BC2-71 

N-10 

AC-5 

F-5 

AW-4 

J-8 

BC2-26 

H-8 

BC2-72 

J-ll 

AC-6 

F-3 

AW-5 

F-15 

BC2-27 

F-16 

BC2-73 

N-10 

ADFG-1 

J-3 

BB-1 

1-1 

BC2-28 

F-16 

BC2-74 

J-ll 

ADFG-2 

J-4 

BB-2 

F-5 

BC2-29 

F-16 

BC2-75 

L-7 

ADFG-3 

O-l 

BB-3 

A-2 

BC2-30 

G-16 

BC2-76 

L-3 

ADFG-4 

J-6 

BB-4 

E-2 

BC2-31 

F-5 

BC2-77 

L-8 

ADFG-5 

J-6 

BB-5 

K-l 

BC2-32 

A-l 

BC2-78 

H-6 

ADFG-6 

J-7 

BB-6 

K-l 

BC2-33 

H-l 

BC2-79 

L-5 

ADFG-7 

F-17 

BB-7 

K-l 

BC2-34 

A-l 

BC2-80 

N-3 

ADFG-8 

F-5 

BB-8 

B-3 

BC2-35 

M-l 

BC2-81 

L-9 

ADFG-9 

J-l 

BB-9 

G-3 

BC2-36 

L-l 

BC2-82 

L-9 

ADFG-10 

J-6 

BB-10 

C-2 

BC2-37 

N-10 

BC2-83 

L-10 

ADFG-1 1 

E-4 

BB-1 1 

1-3 

BC2-38 

F-16 

BC2-84 

L-l  1 

ADFG-1 2 

J-13 

BB-12 

B-l 

BC2-39 

1-5 

BC2-85 

L-9 

ADFG-1 3 

J-5 

BB-13 

1-3 

BC2-40 

N-10 

BC2-86 

N-10 

ADFG-1 4 

J-13 

BB-14 

G-7 

BC2-41 

F-5 

BC2-87 

N-10 

ADFG-1 5 

J-3 

BB-15 

F-19 

BC2-42 

F-12 

BC2-88 

L-12 

ADFG-1 6 

J-21 

BB-16 

C-l 

BC2-43 

F-16 

BC2-89 

F-9 

ADFG-1 7 

J-4 

BB-17 

D-7 

BC2-44 

F-5 

BC2-90 

N-10 

AFMS-1 

1-1 

BC1-1 

N-10 

BC2-45 

F-5 

BC2-91 

F-16 

AFMS-2 

F-15 

BC1-2 

N-10 

BC2-46 

F-7 

BC2-92 

H-7 

AFMS-3 

F-5 

BC2-1 

F-3 

BC2-47 

F-5 

BC2-93 

H-13 

AFMS-4 

F-3 

BC2-2 

D-4 

BC2-48 

F-3 

BC2-94 

H-6 

AFMS-5 

F-3 

BC2-3 

N-10 

BC2-49 

F-5 

BC2-95 

N-10 

AFMS-6 

F-3 

BC2-4 

F-16 

BC2-50 

G-l 

BC2-96 

F-16 

AG-1 

J-2 

BC2-5 

G-3 

BC2-51 

O-l 

BC2-97 

L-12 

AG-2 

A- 3 

BC2-6 

H-4 

BC2-52 

O-l 

BC2-98 

N-4 

AG-3 

D-6 

BC2-7 

G-l  7 

BC2-53 

N-10 

BC2-99 

H-5 

AJH-1 

H-l 

BC2-8 

H-l 

BC2-54 

F-9 

BC2-100 

H-5 

AR-1 

F-6 

BC2-9 

N-10 

BC2-55 

F-5 

BC2-101 

F-16 

AR-2 

1-1 

BC2-10 

H-l 

BC2-56 

1-1 

BC2-102 

J-5 

AR-3 

O-l 

BC2-11 

N-5 

BC2-57 

J-l 

BC2-103 

J- 14 

ASC-1 

F-16 

BC2-12 

H-7 

BC2-58 

N-10 

BC2-104 

D-4 

AT-1 

F-3 

BC2-13 

H-9 

BC2-59 

D-8 

BC2-105 

F-7 

AT-2 

F-l  1 

BC2-14 

H-4 

BC2-60 

D-l 

BC2-106 

1-1 

AT-3 

G-l 

BC2-15 

1-1 

BC2-61 

H-l 

BC2-107 

H-l 

AT-4 

N-9 

BC2-16 

J-10 

BC2-62 

1-3 

BC2-108 

H-5 

AT-5 

J-6 

BC2-17 

H-4 

BC2-63 

O-l 

BC2-109 

J-l 

AT-6 

J-3 

BC2-18 

K-3 

BC2-64 

F-8 

BC2-110 

H-5 
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Comment 

Number 

Response 

Number 

Comment 

Number 

Response 

Number 

Comment 

Number 

Response 

Number 

Comment 

Number 

Response 

Number 

BC2-111 

J-5 

CB-1 1 

J-l 

CrCo-1 7 

H-l 

CrCo-62 

F-9 

BC2-112 

N-10 

CB-12 

J-l 

CrCo-1 8 

A-l 

CrCo-63 

G-l  1 

BC2-113 

N-10 

CB-13 

G-2 

CrCo-1 9 

C-2 

CrCo-64 

N-10 

BC2-114 

F-10 

CB-14 

D-7 

CrCo-20 

E-5 

CrCo-65 

D-7 

BC2-115 

D-7 

CB-15 

F-9 

CrCo-2 1 

A-l 

CrCo-66 

H-l 

BC2-116 

G-10 

CB-1 6 

H-l 

CrCo-22 

B-3 

CrCo-67 

F-16 

BC2-117 

C-2 

CB-1 7 

H-l 

CrCo-23 

A-l 

CrCo-68 

H-l 

BC2-118 

N-10 

CB-1 8 

1-3 

CrCo-24 

N-2 

CrCo-69 

L-4 

BC2-119 

G-3 

CB-1 9 

D-4 

CrCo-25 

B-l 

CrCo-70 

L-5 

BC2-120 

D-4 

CB-20 

K-3 

CrCo-26 

L-l 

CrCo-7 1 

F-9 

BC2-121 

F-12 

CB-21 

F-7 

CrCo-27 

G-10 

CrCo-72 

F-9 

BC2-122 

G-15 

CB-22 

F-7 

CrCo-28 

E-2 

CrCo-73 

L-4 

BC2-123 

F-3 

CB-23 

J-9 

CrCo-29 

F-3 

CrCo-74 

H-l  1 

BC3-1 

F-16 

CB-24 

J-ll 

CrCo-30 

F-3 

CrCo-75 

D-7 

BC3-2 

F-l 

CB-25 

J-ll 

CrCo-3 1 

F-10 

CrCo-76 

1-4 

BC3-3 

F-4 

CB-26 

F-7 

CrCo-32 

F-5 

CrCo-77 

L-l  3 

BC3-4 

H-l 

CB-27 

G-5 

CrCo-33 

A-l 

CrCo-78 

G-2 

BC3-5 

E-6 

CB-28 

E-3 

CrCo-34 

A-l 

CrCo-79 

G-2 

BCas-1 

H-2 

CB-29 

F-3 

CrCo-3  5 

A-l 

CrCo-80 

1-8 

BH-1 

F-15 

CB-30 

F-3 

CrCo-36 

F-14 

CrCo-8 1 

J-7 

BJB-1 

F-3 

CCh-1 

1-1 

CrCo-37 

F-14 

CrCo-82 

F-l 

BJB-2 

D-7 

CCh-2 

D-4 

CrCo-3  8 

B-5 

CrCo-83 

F-4 

BJB-3 

F-15 

CCh-3 

H-l 

CrCo-39 

F-5 

CrCo2-l 

L-4 

BJB-4 

F-15 

CCu-1 

F-3 

CrCo-40 

F-10 

CrCo2-2 

D-7 

BJS-1 

F-3 

CDB-1 

F-15 

CrCo-4 1 

A-l 

CrCo2-3 

A-l 

BLH-1 

H-l 

CDB-2 

F-15 

CrCo-42 

F-2 

CrCo2-4 

L-2 

BLH-2 

F-3 

CK-1 

H-l 

CrCo-43 

F-7 

CrCo2-5 

G-l 

BLH-3 

K-4 

CK-2 

F-3 

CrCo-44 

F-10 

CrCo2-6 

F-5 

BLH-4 

F-5 

CMM-1 

F-3 

CrCo-45 

F-5 

CrCo2-7 

C-3 

BLH-5 

G-5 

CrCo-1 

C-3 

CrCo-46 

A-l 

CrCo2-8 

A-l 

BLH-6 

F-3 

CrCo-2 

D-l 

CrCo-47 

F-19 

CrCo2-9 

L-l 

BLH-7 

H-l 

CrCo-3 

B-l 

CrCo-48 

B-5 

CT-1 

F-16 

BN-1 

F-3 

CrCo-4 

D-8 

CrCo-49 

F-7 

CT-2 

H-l 

BN-2 

F-15 

CrCo-5 

D-l 

CrCo-50 

F-10 

CT-3 

M-l 

CA-1 

F-l 

CrCo-6 

1-1 

CrCo-5 1 

F-7 

CT-4 

M-l 

CB-1 

G-4 

CrCo-7 

F-l 

CrCo-52 

A-l 

CT-5 

F-5 

CB-2 

D-7 

CrCo-8 

0-1 

CrCo-53 

O-l 

DB-1 

F-3 

CB-3 

D-7 

CrCo-9 

A-l 

CrCo-54 

A-l 

DB-2 

F-15 

CB-4 

D-8 

CrCo-10 

F-10 

CrCo-55 

F-3 

DB-3 

H-2 

CB-5 

H-l 

CrCo-1 1 

A-l 

CrCo-56 

B-5 

DB-4 

F-15 

CB-6 

H-l 

CrCo-1 2 

F-5 

CrCo-5  7 

O-l 

DB-5 

F-15 

CB-7 

D-l 

CrCo-1 3 

O-l 

CrCo-5  8 

A-l 

DB-6 

F-15 

CB-8 

D-l 

CrCo-1 4 

A-l 

CrCo-59 

F-2 

DBM-1 

H-l 

CB-9 

1-3 

CrCo-1 5 

E-l 

CrCo-60 

G-10 

DBM-2 

H-l 

CB-10 

J-ll 

CrCo-1 6 

A-l 

CrCo-6 1 

A-l 

DBM-3 

F-5 
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Comment 

Number 

Response 

Number 

DC-1 

F-3 

DC-2 

1-1 

DC-3 

H-l 

DDF-1 

F-15 

DF-1 

D-6 

DGH-1 

D-6 

DGH-2 

F-3 

DH-1 

G-5 

DH-2 

F-3 

DHo-1 

H-8 

DHo-2 

D-8 

DL-1 

F-15 

DL-2 

F-3 

DLW-1 

F-3 

DLW-2 

F-15 

DM-1 

H-l 

DM-2 

E-l 

DM-3 

F-16 

DM-4 

F-5 

DMac-1 

F-16 

DMac-2 

0-1 

DMac-3 

F-16 

DMG-1 

H-l 

DMG-2 

B-l 

DQ-1 

1-1 

DQ-2 

M-l 

DQ-3 

H-l 

DR-1 

O-l 

DR-2 

J-4 

DRW-1 

H-l 

DRW-2 

K-l 

DRW-3 

B-l 

DW-1 

F-15 

DW-2 

F-3 

DW-3 

F-15 

DW-4 

J-15 

EBGM-1 

H-l 

EBGM-2 

O-l 

EBGM-3 

F-16 

EC-1 

F-3 

EC-2 

F-5 

EC-3 

E-2 

EC-4 

K-l 

EC-5 

O-l 

EC-6 

H-l 

EC-7 

L-5 

EC-8 

L-6 

Comment 

Number 

Response 

Number 

EDE-1 

F-3 

EDE-2 

D-6 

EDE-3 

F-15 

EF-1 

D-6 

EH-1 

H-l 

EH-2 

G-5 

EH-3 

G-5 

EH2-1 

H-l 

EH2-2 

F-8 

EH2-3 

D-8 

EH2-4 

G-15 

EJD-1 

F-16 

EJD-2 

G-4 

EJD-3 

F-3 

ESH-1 

B-3 

ESH-2 

F-16 

ESH-3 

H-l 

ESH-4 

A-2 

ESH-5 

K-l 

ESH-6 

G-2 

ESH-7 

D-10 

ESH-8 

O-l 

ESH-9 

F-8 

ESH-10 

A-2 

ESH-1 1 

G-15 

ESH-12 

D-l 

ESH-13 

D-l 

ESH-14 

D-l 

ESH-15 

D-7 

ESH-16 

G-5 

ESH-17 

H-l 

ESH-18 

F-16 

ESH-19 

G-4 

ESH-20 

F-16 

ESH-2 1 

H-l 

ESH-22 

D-l 

ESH-23 

O-l 

ESH-24 

F-8 

ESH-25 

O-l 

ESH-26 

G-6 

ESH-27 

F-8 

ESH-28 

A-3 

ESH-29 

F-3 

ESH-30 

F-6 

FB-1 

F-3 

FB-2 

F-3 

FB-3 

F-3 

Comment 

Number 

Response 

Number 

FB-4 

1-2 

FB-5 

D-6 

FB-6 

D-6 

FB-7 

H-2 

FJ-1 

F-15 

GG-1 

F-3 

GG-2 

H-l 

GP-1 

F-16 

GRS-1 

F-15 

GT-1 

D-l 

GT-2 

D-10 

GT-3 

H-l 

GT-4 

F-16 

GWE-1 

A-l 

GWE-2 

A-4 

HB-1 

F-6 

HS-1 

F-3 

JAC-1 

F-5 

JAH-1 

D-6 

JAH-2 

F-3 

JB-1 

F-3 

JB-2 

J-3 

JB-3 

1-1 

JB-4 

F-3 

JB-5 

F-5 

JB-6 

F-3 

JB-7 

F-3 

JB-8 

F-3 

JB-9 

F-3 

JCa-1 

F-15 

JCa-2 

F-3 

JCC-1 

D-6 

JCC-2 

F-15 

JCC-3 

F-15 

JCC-4 

F-15 

JCC-5 

F-3 

JCr-1 

F-3 

JCr-2 

D-l 

JCr-3 

O-l 

JCr-4 

F-3 

JCS-1 

F-15 

JDH-1 

H-l 

JDH-2 

F-5 

JG-1 

J-2 

JGSC-1 

G-6 

JGSC-2 

C-l 

JGSC-3 

C-2 
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Comment 

Response 

Number 

Number 

JGSC-4 

1-7 

JGSC-5 

C-2 

JGSC-6 

F-8 

JGSC-7 

1-3 

JGSC-8 

G-8 

JGSC-9 

D-8 

JGSC-10 

D-7 

JGSC-1 1 

D-l 

JGSC-1 2 

B-2 

JGSC-1 3 

C-2 

JGSC-1 4 

C-2 

JGSC-1 5 

C-2 

JGSC-16 

O-l 

JGSC-1 7 

C-2 

JGSC-1 8 

F-l 

JGSC-1 9 

C-2 

JGSC-20 

G-6 

JGSC-2 1 

A-l 

JGSC-22 

A-l 

JGSC-23 

E-2 

JGSC-24 

E-2 

JGSC-25 

F-2 

JGSC-26 

F-8 

JGSC-27 

F-l 

JGSC-28 

J-3 

JGSC-29 

J-3 

JGSC-30 

J-16 

JGSC-3 1 

J-5 

JGSC-32 

J-17 

JGSC-33 

F-6 

JGSC-34 

B-3 

JGSC-35 

F-3 

JGSC-36 

H-10 

JGSC2-1 

H-l 

JGSC2-2 

C-2 

JGSC2-3 

C-3 

JGSC2-4 

G-2 

JGSC2-5 

E-2 

JGSC2-6 

H-l 

JHe-1 

F-15 

JHu-1 

1-1 

JHu-2 

H-l 

JHu-3 

F-16 

JHu-4 

F-3 

JHu-5 

F-l  7 

JKGK-1 

F-15 

JL-1 

F-16 
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Comment 

Number 

Response 

Number 

JL-2 

J-4 

JL-3 

F-3 

JL-4 

F-5 

JL-5 

F-3 

JL2-1 

D-10 

JL2-2 

H-12 

JL2-3 

F-5 

JL2-4 

K-l 

JL2-5 

J-4 

JL2-6 

F-5 

JLR-1 

H-l 

JLR-2 

B-l 

JLR-3 

D-l 

JLR-4 

H-l 

JLR-5 

F-3 

JLR-6 

F-8 

JM-1 

F-3 

JM-2 

H-l 

JM-3 

F-6 

JReh-1 

H-l 

JReh-2 

F-3 

JReh-3 

F-5 

JReh-4 

A-2 

JRei-1 

N-10 

JS-1 

H-l 

JS-2 

F-16 

JS-3 

0-1 

JS-4 

F-5 

JS-5 

O-l 

JS-6 

O-l 

JS-7 

F-5 

JS-8 

F-16 

JS-9 

F-16 

JS-10 

K-4 

JW-1 

A-4 

JW-2 

D-l 

JW-3 

F-15 

JW-4 

N-10 

JW-5 

F-3 

JW-6 

F-18 

JW-7 

1-5 

JW-8 

F-15 

JW-9 

F-4 

KAS-1 

F-15 

KAS-2 

F-15 

KAS-3 

F-15 

Comment 

Number 

Response 

Number 

K.B-1 

F-16 

KB-2 

H-l 

KB-3 

F-3 

KB -4 

F-16 

KB-5 

A-2 

KB-6 

F-3 

KH-1 

E-l 

KH-2 

B-3 

KH-3 

D-4 

KH-4 

B-2 

KH-5 

E-l 

KH-6 

H-3 

KH-7 

N-2 

KH-8 

N-2 

KH-9 

1-6 

KH-10 

F-9 

KH-1 1 

L-l 

KH-12 

N-l 

KH-13 

G-6 

KH-14 

H-l 

KH-1 5 

G-7 

KH-1 6 

M-5 

KH-1 7 

G-8 

KH-1 8 

G-4 

KH-19 

D-5 

KH-20 

D-5 

KH-21 

H-l 

KH-22 

G-9 

KH-23 

G-5 

KH-24 

G-21 

KH-25 

G-12 

KH-26 

D-2 

KH-27 

D-9 

KH-2  8 

1-3 

KH-29 

1-4 

KH-30 

G-3 

KH-3 1 

F-9 

KH-32 

1-5 

KH-33 

1-3 

KH-34 

C-l 

KH-35 

G-2 

KH-36 

H-12 

KH-37 

H-l 

KH-38 

H-l 

KH-39 

H-l 

Comment 

Number 

Response 

Number 

KH-40 

H-l 

KH-41 

J-4 

KH-42 

E-3 

KH-43 

A-l 

KH-44 

1-5 

KH-45 

F-19 

KH-46 

B-4 

KH-4  7 

D-4 

KH-48 

B-l 

KH-49 

D-4 

KH-50 

C-2 

KH-5 1 

D-4 

KH-52 

K-4 

KH-53 

D-4 

KH-54 

G-l 

KH-55 

K-4 

KH-56 

A-l 

KH-57 

N-10 

KH-5  8 

F-l 

KH-59 

F-3 

KH-60 

F-6 

KH-61 

F-8 

KH-62 

A-l 

KH-63 

F-5 

KH-64 

F-3 

KH-65 

F-3 

KH-66 

K-3 

KH-67 

F-l 

KH-68 

F-21 

KH-69 

F-19 

KH-70 

G-3 

KH-71 

N-6 

KH-72 

M-8 

KH-73 

G-15 

KH-74 

G-4 

KH-75 

B-3 

KH2-1 

G-4 

KH2-2 

H-12 

KH2-3 

H-l 

KH2-4 

G-20 

KN-1 

A-3 

KN-2 

F-15 

KN-3 

F-18 

KR-1 

F-3 

KR-2 

A-l 
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Comment 

Response 

Number 

Number 

KR-3 

O-l 

KR-4 

H-l 

KSe-1 

F-15 

KSe-2 

F-15 

KSe-3 

F-15 

KSe-4 

F-15 

KSt-1 

H-l 

KSt-2 

F-3 

KSt-3 

F-5 

KSt-4 

A-2 

KT-1 

F-3 

KT-2 

F-15 

KT-3 

F-15 

KT-4 

F-15 

KT-5 

F-3 

KT-6 

F-15 

LaH-1 

H-l 

LaH-2 

F-16 

LaH-3 

A-2 

LCCI-1 

D-4 

LCCI-2 

J-3 

LCCI-3 

J-4 

LCCI-4 

J-25 

LCCI-5 

E-4 

LCCI-6 

M-l 

LCCI-7 

E-2 

LCCI-8 

J-23 

LCCI-9 

A-l 

LCCI-10 

G-12 

LD-1 

H-l 

LD-2 

F-3 

LD-3 

G-6 

LE-1 

F-15 

LeH-1 

F-16 

LeH-2 

H-l 

LeH-3 

F-3 

LeH-4 

O-l 

LHM-1 

H-l 

LHM-2 

F-16 

LHPT-1 

F-3 

LHPT-2 

H-l 

LHPT-3 

F-16 

LHPT-4 

F-16 

LHPT-5 

1-1 

LHPT-6 

H-l 
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Comment 

Number 

Response 

Number 

LHPT-7 

F-13 

LHPT-8 

F-7 

LHPT-9 

C-2 

LHPT-10 

E-3 

LHPT-11 

H-l 

LKan-1 

F-15 

LKap-1 

F-3 

LKap-2 

F-15 

LL-1 

F-3 

LL-2 

H-l 

LL-3 

1-1 

LL-4 

D-7 

LL-5 

J-12 

LL-6 

F-3 

LL-7 

F-6 

LL-8 

K-3 

LSh-1 

H-l 

LSh-2 

F-3 

LSh-3 

H-l 

LSh-4 

F-16 

LSt-1 

F-15 

LW-1 

F-3 

LW-2 

H-l 

MB-1 

H-l 

MB-2 

H-l 

MB-3 

H-l 

MB-4 

F-3 

MFW-1 

0-1 

MFW-2 

O-l 

MJM-1 

H-l 

MJM-2 

F-16 

MJM-3 

O-l 

MK-1 

H-l 

MK-2 

F-16 

MK-3 

1-1 

MK-4 

F-16 

MK-5 

A-2 

MN-1 

F-15 

MSE-1 

F-3 

MV-1 

F-15 

MV-2 

A- 3 

MWa-1 

F-3 

MWa-2 

B-l 

MWh-1 

H-l 

MWh-2 

F-15 

MWh-3 

O-l 

MWh-4 

L-l 

Comment 

Number 

Response 

Number 

MWh-5 

F-16 

MWi-1 

1-1 

MWi-2 

F-7 

MWi-3 

A-2 

MWi-4 

E-l 

MWi-5 

1-3 

MWi-6 

H-l 

MWi-7 

F-3 

MWil-1 

F-3 

MWil-2 

F-15 

MWil-3 

F-15 

NDNA-1 

H-l 

NDNA-2 

F-16 

NDNA-3 

O-l 

NDNA-4 

F-16 

NDNA-5 

M-3 

NDNA-6 

G-2 

NDNA-7 

D-10 

NDNA-8 

K-l 

NDNA-9 

A-2 

NDNA-10 

F-8 

NDNA-1 1 

G-15 

NDNA-1 2 

D-l 

NDNA-1 3 

D-l 

NDNA-1 4 

D-7 

NDNA-1 5 

D-l 

NDNA-1 6 

F-3 

NM-1 

F-15 

NST-1 

F-4 

NST-2 

F-15 

NST-3 

F-15 

NST-4 

J-8 

NST-5 

F-19 

NST-6 

1-5 

NST-7 

F-5 

NST-8 

F-5 

NST-9 

F-3 

NST-10 

F-14 

NST-1 1 

N-10 

NST-1 2 

J-8 

NST-1 3 

J-6 

NST-14 

J-18 

NST-1 5 

N-9 

NST-1 6 

1-5 

NST-1 7 

C-2 

NST-1 8 

C-2 

NST-1 9 

F-l  1 

Comment 

Number 

Response 

Number 

NST-20 

F-14 

NST-2 1 

N-10 

NST-22 

F-l  1 

NST-23 

F-19 

NST-24 

N-10 

NST-25 

F-15 

NST-26 

L-l 

NST-27 

F-15 

NST-28 

J-3 

NST-29 

J-3 

NST-30 

J-3 

NST-3 1 

J-3 

NST-32 

J-3 

NW-1 

G-13 

NW-2 

F-8 

NW-3 

F-17 

NW-4 

G-l 

NW-5 

N-10 

NW-6 

J-24 

NW-7 

J-19 

NW-8 

M-7 

NWW-1 

F-3 

NWW-2 

A- 5 

NWW-3 

H-2 

NWW-4 

A-4 

NWW-5 

J-2 

NWW-6 

F-15 

NWW-7 

F-15 

PG-1 

F-15 

PHa-1 

F-3 

PHa-2 

A-l 

PHa-3 

J-l 

PHe-1 

F-16 

PHe-2 

1-1 

PHe-3 

F-16 

PHe-4 

A-l 

PHe-5 

O-l 

PHe-6 

F-5 

PHe-7 

A-l 

PHe-8 

L-2 

PHe-9 

A-3 

PHe-10 

K-l 

PHe-1 1 

F-3 

PHe-1 2 

F-16 

PO-1 

H-l 

PO-2 

J-4 

PO-3 

J-4 
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Comment 

Number 

Response 

Number 

PO-4 

F-3 

PS-1 

F-3 

PS-2 

F-15 

PS-3 

F-15 

PS-4 

F-15 

PS-5 

H-2 

PS-6 

F-15 

PT-1 

D-10 

PT-2 

F-3 

PT-3 

F-4 

RB-1 

F-3 

RB-2 

F-16 

RB-3 

F-3 

RB-4 

F-7 

RB-5 

F-16 

RC-1 

F-15 

RC-2 

F-15 

RC-3 

H-2 

RC-4 

F-15 

RD-1 

B-3 

RD-2 

G-12 

RD-3 

O-l 

RD-4 

O-l 

RD-5 

K-l 

RD-6 

G-19 

RD-7 

1-1 

RD-8 

K-l 

RD-9 

H-l 

RD-10 

D-10 

RD-1 1 

H-l 

RD-12 

J-4 

RD-13 

B-l 

RD-1 4 

B-3 

RD-1 5 

D-10 

RES-1 

F-3 

RES-2 

F-15 

RF-1 

F-3 

RF-2 

F-15 

RG-1 

F-15 

RL-1 

F-15 

RLD-1 

F-3 

RMa-1 

H-l 

RMa-2 

F-16 

RMa-3 

F-3 

RMa-4 

K-l 

RMa-5 

F-3 

RMo-1 

F-16 
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Comment 

Response 

Comment 

Response 

Comment 

Response 

Comment 

Response 

Number 

Number 

Number 

Number 

Number 

Number 

Number 

Number 

RMo-2 

0-1 

SEACC-14 

J-l  1 

SW-1 9 

F-16 

WFC2-7 

A- 5 

RMR-1 

F-15 

SEACC-1 5 

F-l 

TD-1 

O-l 

WFC2-8 

F-15 

RMR-2 

A-4 

SEACC-1 6 

D-8 

TM-1 

F-15 

WFC2-9 

F-15 

RMR-3 

J-l 

SEACC-1 7 

N-10 

TM-2 

F-15 

WFC2-10 

F-15 

RMR-4 

F-5 

SEACC-1 8 

F-l 

TM-3 

H-2 

WFC2-11 

A-3 

RMR-5 

F-15 

SEACC-1 9 

A-l 

TM-4 

F-3 

WFC2-12 

F-15 

RP-1 

H-l 

SEACC-20 

G-18 

TMc-1 

F-3 

WFC2-13 

F-15 

RP-2 

D-8 

SEACC-2 1 

B-3 

TMc-2 

H-2 

WFC3-1 

A-3 

RP-3 

H-l 

SEACC-22 

C-2 

TMc-3 

F-15 

WFC3-2 

J-2 

RP-4 

H-l 

SEACC-23 

E-4 

TMc-4 

F-15 

WFC3-3 

J-2 

RP-5 

RP-6 

F-l 

H-l 

SEACC-24 

F-6 

TMc-5 

H-2 

WFC3-4 

F-15 

SEW-1 

B-3 

TMc-6 

F-15 

WFC3-5 

K-2 

RP-7 

H-l 

SEW-2 

F-l 

TNA1-1 

A-2 

WFC3-6 

J-l 

RP-8 

B-6 

SEW-3 

F-3 

TNA1-2 

H-l 

WFC3-7 

H-2 

RP-9 

H-l 

RP-10 

A-l 

SEW-4 

O-l 

TNA1-3 

F-16 

WFC3-8 

D-8 

RP-1 1 

F-6 

SHP-1 

F-15 

TNA1-4 

H-l 

WFC3-9 

C-3 

RP-12 

F-3 

SHW-1 

F-3 

TNA1-5 

F-16 

WFC3-10 

D-6 

RP-13 

F-6 

SHW-2 

M-2 

TNA1-6 

K-l 

WFC3-11 

H-2 

RS-1 

F-15 

SMcM-1 

F-15 

TNA1-7 

A-2 

WFC3-12 

D-6 

RS-2 

K-3 

SMcP-1 

F-5 

TNA2-1 

F-16 

WFC3-13 

F-15 

RW-1 

F-5 

SS-1 

H-l 

TP-1 

F-5 

WFC3-14 

F-15 

RW-2 

H-l 

SS-2 

A-l 

TP-2 

J-3 

WFC4-1 

F-15 

RW-3 

F-3 

SS-3 

G-6 

TP-3 

E-4 

WFC4-2 

F-15 

SBi-1 

O-l 

ST-1 

F-15 

TP-4 

H-7 

WFC4-3 

F-15 

SBi-2 

F-3 

ST-2 

F-15 

TP-5 

J-4 

WFC4-4 

A-l 

SBi-3 

O-l 

ST-3 

F-3 

TP-6 

A-2 

WFC4-5 

D-6 

SBo-1 

F-16 

ST-4 

F-15 

TR-1 

J-2 

SBo-2 

H-l 

SW-1 

F-3 

TR-2 

1-2 

SBo-3 

O-l 

SW-2 

H-l 

TR-3 

F-15 

SBo-4 

O-l 

SW-3 

1-1 

TS-1 

H-l 

SBo-5 

F-16 

SW-4 

A-l 

TS-2 

F-16 

SCML-1 

O-l 

SW-5 

D-4 

TS-3 

1-1 

SEACC-1 

D-3 

SW-6 

K-4 

TS-4 

F-16 

SEACC-2 

D-3 

SW-7 

F-16 

TS-5 

D-l 

SEACC-3 

D-10 

SW-8 

K-l 

TS-6 

F-16 

SEACC-4 

B-2 

SW-9 

K-l 

USDI-1 

M-4 

SEACC-5 

F-12 

SW-10 

F-5 

WFC1-1 

F-3 

SEACC-6 

G-14 

SW-11 

F-l  9 

WFC1-2 

F-15 

SEACC-7 

C-2 

SW-1 2 

F-20 

WFC1-3 

F-15 

SEACC-8 

E-3 

SW-1 3 

D-8 

WFC2-1 

F-15 

SEACC-9 

1-3 

SW-1 4 

E-4 

WFC2-2 

D-6 

SEACC-10 

J-4 

SW-1 5 

F-16 

WFC2-3 

F-15 

SEACC-1 1 

J-22 

SW-1 6 

F-5 

WFC2-4 

J-2 

SEACC-1 2 

J-20 

SW-1 7 

O-l 

WFC2-5 

H-2 

SEACC-1 3 

J-l  1 

SW-1 8 

L-2 

WFC2-6 

N-2 
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A.  ROLES  AND  RESPONSIBILITIES  OF  THE  FOREST 
SERVICE 

A-l.  Several  comments  indicate  that  route  restrictions  are  within  the  Forest  Service’s 
authority  of  granting  permits.  For  example,  one  comment  says: 

The  issue  is  not  whether  the  USFS  has  the  authority  to  stipulate  and 
enforce  flight  paths  for  aircraft,  but  whether  the  use  of  certain  USFS- 
designated  flight  paths  can  be  specified  as  a condition  of  permitting 
icefield  landings.  The  USFS  does  not  need  the  authority  to  control 
aircraft  operation  in  order  to  specify  that  permits  will  be  issued  only  to 
those  operators  who  agree  to  follow  specific  flight  paths  (and  which 
operators  will  make  the  necessary  arrangements  with  the  governing 
authority  - FAA  - to  have  such  flight  paths  properly  authorized). 

Another  indicated  that  the  Forest  Service  should  evaluate  an  alternative  in  which  it 
designates  flight  routes,  even  if  it  is  outside  Forest  Service  jurisdiction. 

Other  comments  indicate  that  the  Forest  Service  should  designate  routes  just  as  the 
National  Park  Service  does  in  the  Grand  Canyon  or  designate  any  of  the  following 
restrictions  on  flights: 

• Avoid  residential  areas  completely 

• Avoid  road-accessible  areas 

• Avoid  Forest  Service-established  no-fly  zones 

• Fly  at  least  1,500  feet  above  residential  areas 

• Vary  flight  paths  such  that  certain  residential  areas  would  be  free  of  noise  for 
half  of  each  day 

• Use  certain  routes  during  good  weather  and  other  routes  during  poor  weather 

Response:  The  Forest  Service  does  not  have  the  authority  to  regulate,  restrict,  or 
authorize  flight  routes. 

The  Forest  Service  is  meeting  the  requirements  of  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act 
(NEPA)  by  disclosing  effects  of  the  most  likely  flight  routes  to  be  used.  It  is  important  to 
recognize  that  there  could  be  variations  to  these  routes  because  of  changing  weather 
conditions,  Federal  Aviation  Administration  (FAA)  direction,  and  pilot  discretion  in 
response  to  other  air  traffic  and  safety  needs.  The  Forest  Service  is  not  the  authority  on 
aircraft  safety  and  is  not  prepared  to  substitute  its  judgment  for  that  of  the  FAA.  The 
Forest  Service  is  prepared  to  support  the  ongoing  attempts  of  the  City  and  Borough  of 
Juneau  (CBJ),  the  FAA,  and  the  flightseeing  industry  as  they  continue  to  look  at 
alternative  routes  that  could  reduce  noise  in  residential  areas,  including  routes  from  new 
heliports. 

With  respect  to  the  flight  paths  designated  by  the  National  Park  Service  over  the  Grand 
Canyon,  the  National  Park  Service  was  specifically  mandated  by  the  U.S.  Congress  to 
take  on  that  task.  The  Forest  Service  has  no  similar  mandate. 

A-2.  Several  comments  indicate  that  it  is  the  responsibility  of  the  Forest  Service  to 
control  the  noise  associated  with  helicopter  landing  tours.  Specific  comments  indicate 
that  the  Forest  Service  should  limit  the  effects  of  tourism,  protect  the  common  good,  and 
mitigate  the  adverse  effects  on  recreationists. 
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Response:  Comments  noted.  NEPA  requires  the  Forest  Service  to  consider  and  disclose 
the  effects  of  the  proposed  action  and  alternatives,  as  well  as  those  of  the  final  decision. 
The  DEIS  considers  and  discloses  noise  effects  on  the  environment  based  on  the  results  of 
noise  studies  performed  specifically  to  evaluate  helicopter  noise  in  Juneau.  The  DEIS 
includes  discussions  pertaining  to  the  2000  Noise  Assessment  (Michael  Baker  Jr.,  Inc. 
[Michael  Baker]  et  al.,  2001)  in  Chapter  1,  pages  1-30  to  1-31,  and  to  the  1999  Noise 
Assessment  (Acentech,  1999)  and  the  2000  Noise  Assessment  (Michael  Baker  et  ah, 

2001)  in  the  Acoustical  Environment  section  (pages  3-14  and  3-15).  The  analysis  of 
impacts  appears  in  Chapter  4. 

A-3.  Several  comments  suggest  that  resolving  the  noise  problem  will  take  the  combined 
efforts  of  the  Forest  Service,  the  CBJ,  and  the  FAA,  while  some  suggest  that  the  issue 
should  be  addressed  by  the  CBJ  and  not  the  Forest  Service. 

Response:  Comments  noted.  The  Forest  Service  is  working  with  the  CBJ  and  FAA  to 
resolve  the  noise  issue  within  the  regulatory  authority  of  each  body. 

A-4.  Several  comments  indicate  that  the  Forest  Service  regulates  landings,  not  flight 
routes. 

Response:  Comments  noted. 

A-5.  Some  comments  indicate  that  the  government  should  not  interfere  in  private 
business  and  private  business  decisions. 

Response:  Comments  noted. 

B.  NATIONAL  ENVIRONMENTAL  POLICY  ACT 
COMPLIANCE 

B-l.  Several  comments  indicate  that  the  EIS  shows  a pro-business  or  pro-tourism  bias. 
One  says  that  Chapter  1 gives  the  impression  that  the  decision  has  already  been  made  not 
to  select  the  No-Action  Alternative. 

Response:  As  noted  in  the  Purpose  and  Need  statement  in  the  DEIS  and  in  the  Forest 
Plan  Standards  and  Guidelines,  the  Forest  Service  is  required  to: 

Work  with  recreation  service  partners  and  the  tourism  industry  in 
identifying  and  developing  services  and  opportunities.  Recreation  service 
partners  provide  services  and  opportunities  that  supplement  the  use  and 
enjoyment  of  the  national  forests  by  a variety  of  people  (Tongass  Fand  and 
Resource  Management  Plan  1997  [also  known  as  the  Forest  Plan], 

Chapter  4,  Forest-wide  Standards  & Guidelines  for  Recreation  and 
Tourism,  page  4-37). 

As  noted  in  Chapter  2,  Comparison  of  Alternatives,  Alternative  A,  the  No-Action 
Alternative,  is  not  consistent  with  the  Forest  Plan  because  it  does  not  address  this 
requirement. 

B-2.  Several  comments  suggest  revisions  to  the  Purpose  and  Need  statement,  indicating 
that  the  current  statement  reflects  a bias  toward  authorizing  the  number  of  landings 
requested  by  the  helicopter  companies. 

Response:  Comments  noted.  See  Response  B-l. 
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B-3.  Several  comments  state  that  the  DEIS  is  inadequate  in  its  analyses  and,  therefore, 
requires  the  consideration  and  inclusion  of  additional  information  as  a supplement  or 
revised  draft  to  be  circulated  for  full  public  review.  Commenters  also  state  that  the 
DEIS’s  inadequacies  prevent  its  use  as  the  basis  for  making  decisions.  Specific 
comments  on  the  DEIS  include  the  following: 

• Failure  to  comply  with  Code  of  Federal  Regulations  (40  CFR  1502.2  [g]),  which 
requires  EISs  to  “...  serve  as  a means  of  assessing  the  environmental  impact  of 
proposed  agency  action,  rather  than  justifying  decisions  already  made” 

• Inadequate  assessment  of  the  environmental  and  social  impacts  of  the  proposed 
action,  including  noise  impacts  to  residents,  wildlife,  and  outdoor  recreationists 

• Incomplete  discussion  of  the  mediation  results 

• Incomplete  discussion  of  mitigation  measures 

• Failure  to  adequately  identify  and  address  issues  of  noise,  economics,  safety,  and 
irretrievable  and  irreversible  commitment  of  resources 

• Insufficient  information  to  assess  compliance  with  the  Forest  Plan  Standards  and 
Guidelines;  widespread  non-compliance  with  REC  122  and  WILD  122 

• Failure  to  meet  NEPA  mandate  to  assess  cumulative  impacts  because  insufficient 
data  were  collected  and  presented 

• Failure  to  balance  the  public  need  for  helicopter  flightseeing/mechanized  use  v. 
public  need  for  quiet,  nonmotorized  uses  of  the  Forest 

• Scoping  was  flawed,  i.e.,  failure  to  identify  significant  issues 

Response:  Additional  information  has  been  added  to  the  FEIS  to  address  many  of  these 
points,  as  described  below.  None  of  the  changes  is  substantive  enough  to  require  that  the 
document  be  re-issued  as  a revised  draft  or  supplemental  EIS. 

• The  DEIS  and  FEIS  meet  the  requirements  of  40  CFR  1502.2[g]  with  respect  to 
assessing  the  environmental  impact  of  proposed  agency  actions.  See  Chapter  4, 
Environmental  Consequences. 

• The  FEIS,  Chapter  4,  Environmental  Consequences,  assesses  the  impacts  of  the 
proposed  action  and  alternatives. 

• Additional  discussion  of  mitigation  plans  and  recommendations  and  mediation 
efforts  has  been  added  to  Chapter  1 of  the  FEIS,  in  the  Mitigation 
Recommendations  and  Mediation  Efforts  section,  page  1-30. 

• Additional  discussion  of  mitigation  measures  has  been  added  to  Chapter  2 of  the 
FEIS  under  the  Mitigating  Measures  and  Conditions  Common  to  all  Action 
Alternatives  section,  page  2-20. 

• Information  concerning  safety  and  irretrievable  and  irreversible  commitment  of 
resources  has  been  added  to  the  FEIS  at  pages  4-32  and  4-35,  respectively. 

Issues  related  to  noise  are  addressed  in  the  DEIS  and  FEIS,  Chapter  4.  With 
respect  to  economic  issues,  see  response  D-l. 

• Additional  information  with  respect  to  Forest  Plan  Standards  and  Guidelines  has 
been  added  to  the  FEIS  to  clarify  how  the  Standards  and  Guidelines  are  being 
applied  in  this  analysis.  See  FEIS  pages  1-21  to  1-26,  and  Response  C-2. 

• Some  additional  information  with  respect  to  non-landing  tours  and  other  air 
traffic  has  been  added  to  the  Cumulative  Effects  section,  pages  4-33  to  4-35. 
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• With  respect  to  balancing  the  public  need  for  tours  vs.  the  public  need  for  quiet, 
please  see  Response  F-12. 

• The  DEIS,  pages  1-17  through  1-19,  describes  the  scoping  process  and  identifies 
the  significant  issues. 

B-4.  One  comment  recommends  that  all  helicopter  landings  be  addressed  as  part  of  the 
permitting  process,  not  just  icefield  tours. 

Response:  The  Cumulative  Effects  discussion  (pages  4-25  through  4-28  in  the  DEIS) 
acknowledges  the  impacts  of  helicopter  tours  with  destinations  other  than  the  Juneau 
Icefield.  Please  note  that  the  Forest  Service  Manual  does  not  require  permits  for 
unguided  activities  such  as  point-to-point  transportation  (air  taxi),  unguided  heli-skiing, 
and  photo  shoots. 

B-5.  Several  comments  indicate  that  requiring  the  tour  operators  to  follow  applicable 
laws  does  not  constitute  mitigation. 

Response:  Council  on  Environmental  Quality  (CEQ)  Implementing  Regulation  1508.2 
defines  mitigation  to  include  avoiding,  minimizing,  rectifying,  reducing,  and 
compensating  for  the  impact.  Requiring  the  operators  to  follow  applicable  laws  is  part  of 
the  special  use  permit  authorizations,  although  not  the  only  part. 

B-6.  One  comment  states  that  the  DEIS  does  not  identify  the  criteria  that  will  be  used  in 
determining  which  alternative  to  select. 

Response:  The  Purpose  and  Need  statement  on  page  1-9  of  the  DEIS  summarizes  the 
decision  criteria  concisely.  In  the  following  excerpt  from  that  statement,  key  elements 
that  provide  decision  criteria  have  been  underlined  for  emphasis. 

Additionally,  the  units  of  measure  used  to  evaluate  the  alternatives  are  stated  with  respect 
to  each  issue  in  the  DEIS,  page  1-19. 

The  purpose  and  need  for  the  Proposed  Action  are  to  meet  public  demand  for  quality, 
outfitter-guided  services  that  provide  safe  helicopter  access  to  remote  locations  on  the 
Juneau  Icefield.  Meeting  this  demand  includes  providing  for  visitor  safety  and  an 
appropriate  balance  between  commercial,  guided  recreation  opportunities  and 
noncommercial,  nonguided  recreation  opportunities  while  minimizing  impacts  to  people 
and  resources. 


C.  CONSISTENCY  WITH  THE  TONGASS  LAND  AND 
RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT  PLAN 

C-l.  Several  comments  indicate  that  the  EIS  must  provide  a map  depicting  the 
Recreation  Opportunity  Spectrum  (ROS)  by  Land  Use  Designation  (LUD). 

Response:  The  LUD  map  (see  Figure  1-4  in  the  Final  EIS)  displays  the  ROS  by  LUD  for 
each  LUD  where  helicopter  landing  sites  are  being  considered  in  this  EIS.  The  Forest 
Plan  LUDs  prescribe  goals  and  objectives  for  management  and  the  desired  ROS 
environment.  Refer  to  the  Management  Prescriptions  for  Remote  Recreation  LUD  and 
Semi-Remote  Recreation  LUD,  and  the  corresponding  ROS  Setting  Indicators  and 
Standards  and  Guidelines  in  Appendix  B of  this  EIS.  In  summary,  the  Management 
Prescription  for  LUD  Remote  Recreation  is  to  manage  recreation  and  tourism  for  the 
Primitive  ROS  setting,  and  the  Management  Prescription  for  LUD  Semi-Remote 
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Recreation  is  to  manage  for  the  Semi-Primitive  ROS,  with  occasional  enclaves  causing 
the  ROS  to  become  Rural. 

The  ROS  inventory  for  the  Juneau  Icefield,  conducted  in  1982  to  1984,  was  adapted  for 
the  Forest  Plan.  This  ROS  inventory  was  a “snapshot  in  time”  of  the  existing  condition 
and  is  not  a substitute  for  the  land  management  prescriptions  that  are  required  under 
each  LUD. 

C-2.  Several  comments  raise  the  related  issues  of  enclaves,  minor  developments,  and  the 
Forest  Plan  standards  and  guidelines  for  Remote  and  Semi-Remote  Recreation  LUDs. 

One  comment,  for  example,  says: 

Recreation  Use  Administration.  Item  REC  122  II  4 d)  (2)  (b), 

TLMP  4-41.  This  criteria  [sz'c]  reads  that  operations  can  be  authorized  if 
“ Existing  or  proposed  operations  and  activities  are  appropriate  for  the 
specific  ROS  settings  within  the  Land  Use  Designation.  ”...  the  DEIS  does 
not  state  what  the  ROS  spectrum  designations  are  for  the  project  area  or  their 
boundaries.  This  is  a flaw  in  the  DEIS  that  needs  to  be  corrected,  but  [the 
commenter]  will  assume  for  the  purpose  of  this  discussion  that  the 
designations  are  some  combination  of  the  Primitive,  Semi-Primitive  Non- 
Motorized,  and  Semi-Primitive  Motorized  ROS  designations,  and  that  they 
are  in  conformity  with  TLRMP’s  stated  objectives  for  Remote  and  Semi- 
Remote  LUDs.  TLRMP  (3-63)  states  that  for  the  remote  recreation  LUD  the 
Ranger  should  “ manage  recreation  and  tourism  use  and  activities  to  meet  the 
levels  ...indicated  for  the  Primitive  Recreation  Opportunity  Spectrum  class.  ” 

For  Semi-Remote  LUDs,  TLRMP  similarly  prescribes  that  the  “ Semi- 
Primitive  ROS  designations  ” be  applied.  Assuming  this  is  generally  the 
application  that  the  Ranger  District  has  applied  to  the  LUDs  within  the  project 
area,  [the  commenter]  believes  some  of  the  DEIS’s  alternatives,  i.e.,  C,  D,  E, 

F,  and  G,  violate  TLRMP  ROS  guidelines  for  most  of  the  NFS  land  where 
landings  are  permitted  or  an  excessive  number  of  over  flights  are  occurring. 

Other  comments  focus  on  the  incompatibility  of  enclaves  with  certain  ROS  and  LUD 
classifications,  and  on  the  definitions  of  enclaves  and  minor  developments. 

Response:  This  is  a complex  concern,  addressing  issues  related  to  the  ROS  inventory, 
LUDs,  the  definition  and  nature  of  enclaves,  and  Forest  Plan  direction.  To  clarify  Forest 
Service  direction  with  respect  to  this  issue,  several  pages  of  discussion  have  been  added 
to  the  FEIS,  beginning  on  page  1-21. 

Table  1-2  of  the  DEIS,  reprinted  here,  indicates  the  maximum  amount  of  use  allowed  by 
the  Forest  Plan  at  each  site  or  facility  in  each  LUD. 

Table  1-2.  Maximum  Recreation  and  Tourism  Development  Generally  Allowed 
by  LUD1 

Number  of  Number  of  Number  of  landings 
LUD overnight  guests  users  per  day  per  site  per  day 

Remote  Recreation  10  24  10 

Semi-Remote  Recreation  24/1502  50/3002  10/100" 

LUD  II  24  50  10 

1 The  actual  numbers  authorized  could  be  larger  or  smaller  depending  on  site-specific  analysis. 

2 The  first  number  is  for  most  areas  within  the  LUD  and  the  second  is  for  enclaves  of  recreation  and  tourism 
developments. 

Source:  Forest  Plan,  1995  (page  4-40).  See  also  Appendix  B of  this  document. 
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C-3.  A couple  of  comments  indicate  that  the  EIS  fails  to  analyze  the  effects  of  social 
encounters.  One  comment  says: 

The  DEIS  does  not  analyze  or  discuss  the  effect  of  flightseeing  within  the 
context  of  social  encounters  and  visitor  impacts,  including  the  interrelation 
of  economic,  social,  and  natural  or  physical  environmental  effects  on  the 
human  environment.  A “social  encounter”  occurs  when  a USFS  visitor 
comes  within  sight  or  sound  of  another  USFS  visitor.  DEIS,  Appendix  B, 

B-13.  Clearly  the  hikers,  kayakers,  and  other  USFS  visitors  on  the  ground 
encounter  flightseeing  sights  and  sounds. 

Response:  While  it  is  true  that  hikers,  kayakers,  and  other  National  Forest  visitors  on  the 
ground  encounter  the  sights  and  sounds  of  overflights,  it  is  not  necessarily  true  that  such 
overflights  constitute  social  encounters  in  the  sense  the  commenter  means.  “Encounter”  is 
not  defined  in  the  Forest  Plan.  The  definition  of  encounter  is  truly  dependent  upon 
personal  perception  and  opinion.  Webster’s  Third  New  International  Dictionary  defines 
encounter  as:  “to  come  upon  face  to  face,”  ...  “to  come  upon  accidentally  or 
unexpectedly,  to  come  together  by  chance.” 

Based  on  historic  use  figures,  trail  users  on  the  East  or  West  Glacier  Trail  could  expect  to 
see  and/or  hear  approximately  200  helicopter  landing  tour  overflights  on  a busy  day. 
Hikers  on  Herbert  Glacier  Trail  could  expect  to  see  and/or  hear  approximately  50 
helicopter  landing  tour  overflights  on  a busy  cruise  ship  day.  These  are  estimates  and 
actual  users  may  experience  less  or  more  helicopter  landing  tour  overflights,  as  well  as 
other  aircraft  overflights. 

Aircraft  flights  may  be  within  sight  and/or  sound  of  many  people.  As  noted  in  the  EIS 
discussion  of  cumulative  effects,  Chapter  4,  observed  aircraft  travel  in  the  vicinity  of  the 
Juneau  Icefield  may  include  the  following: 

• Flights  associated  with  authorized  commercial  helicopter  landing  activities 

• Fixed-wing  and/or  helicopter  flightseeing  tours  (non-landing  and  thus  non- 
permitted) 

• Point-to-Point  charter  flights  that  may  or  may  not  land  (non-permitted) 

• Commuter  traffic  - small  and  large  aircraft,  fixed-wing,  and  helicopter  (non- 
landing and  thus  non-permitted) 

• Military  aircraft  maneuvers 

Although  these  overflights  may  be  within  sight  and  sound  of  those  on  the  ground,  they 
cannot  be  considered  “social  encounters”  in  this  context.  See  also  Response  C-l . 


D.  ECONOMIC  EFFECTS 

D-l.  Several  comments  suggest  that  a benefit/cost  analysis  be  added  to  the  EIS.  The 
comments  that  recommend  a benefit/cost  analysis  generally  indicate  that  the  community 
receives  only  minimal  economic  benefits  from  the  helicopter  landing  tours.  Specific 
comments  include  the  following:  the  tour  operators  do  not  pay  sales  tax  or  full  property 
taxes;  the  economic  contributions  of  the  tour  companies  do  not  compensate  for  the 
impacts  on  the  community;  and  the  DEIS  conclusions  are  based  on  insufficient  economic 
data. 
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Response:  An  economic  analysis  is  not  needed  to  support  a reasoned  decision  in  this 
case.  The  primary  issues  and  impacts  are  social,  not  economic,  and  the  additional 
information  provided  by  a benefit/cost  analysis  would  not  add  appreciably  to  what  is 
already  known  about  the  impacts  of  the  helicopter  landing  tours  on  the  community. 

D-2.  One  comment  says  that  important  qualitative  considerations  make  a cost-benefit 
analysis  unnecessary. 

Response:  Comment  noted. 

D-3.  Some  comments  indicate  that  the  Forest  Plan  requires  the  Forest  Service  to 
demonstrate  public  “need,”  not  public  demand. 

Response:  The  following  excerpts  from  the  Forest  Plan  address  this  issue. 

TLRMP  1997,  Chapter  1,  Introduction , pages  1-6  and  1-7  includes  the  following 
statements,  which  indicate  that  demand  is  an  indicator  of  the  need. 

Demand  - Projections  of  resource  demand  give  an  indication  of  how  much 
of  a resource  might  be  needed  or  desired.  . . . Recreation  use,  including 
tourism,  is  predicted  to  increase  over  the  next  decade,  but  will  remain  well 
below  the  Forest’s  current  capacity  of  4.9  million  Recreation  Visitor  Days. 

Use  and  Development  Opportunities  - Recreation  - ...  Opportunities  to 
provide  for  unroaded  recreation  and  tourism  through  non-timber 
designations  exist  in  the  9.45  million  acres  of  unroaded  lands  outside 
Wilderness.  Opportunities  to  increase  semi-primitive  motorized  uses  are 
limited.  There  are  many  opportunities  for  developing  new  recreation 
facilities  or  improving  new  ones. 

TLRMP  1997,  Chapter  2,  Goals  and  Objectives,  page  2-3  further  discusses  the  Forest 
Plan  direction  on  the  issue: 

Recreation  & Tourism  (Resource) 

Goal:  Provide  a range  of  recreation  opportunities  consistent  with  public 
demand,  emphasizing  locally  popular  recreation  places  and  those  important 
to  the  tourism  industry. 

Objective:  Manage  the  Forest’s  recreation  settings  in  accordance  with  the 
Recreation  Opportunity  Spectrum  (ROS)  standards  and  guidelines  for  each 
Land  Use  Designation. 

The  Juneau  Icefield  is  a very  popular  and  unique  public  landmark  for  all  U.S.  citizens  and 
people  from  around  the  world.  The  majority  of  Juneau  Icefield  helicopter  landing  tour 
participants  are  from  other  parts  of  the  United  States  and  the  world.  The  vast  majority  of 
these  people  cannot  access  the  Juneau  Icefield  by  any  other  means.  Virtually  all 
comments  expressed  by  participants  indicate  that  it  was  the  most  memorable,  high  point 
of  their  entire  vacation.  Public  need  in  this  context  is  the  same  as  public  demand. 

D-4.  Several  comments  suggest  that  the  aggressive  marketing  tactics  of  the  helicopter 
companies  and  cruise  ship  companies  create  a false  demand.  One  comment  says  the 
following: 

There  is  no  proof  that  there  is  any  specific  level  of  demand  for  these 
tours.  People  have  booked  these  tours,  often  in  response  to  aggressive 
marketing  and  sales  by  the  cruise  ship.  If  there  were  limited  tours  and 
consequently  less  marketing,  there  would  be  less  demand.  Similarly,  a 
higher  price  would  produce  less  demand.  Nothing  about  the  tours  is 
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affordable  to  many  of  the  visitors  to  Juneau  already,  raising  prices  to 
adjust  demand  is  a normal  thing  to  do  in  a market-driven  economy  such 
as  the  United  States.  The  demand  is  actually  from  the  helicopter  and 
cruise  companies  seeking  profits  from  these  tours. 

Response:  It  is  possible  that  if  the  price  were  higher,  there  would  be  less  demand.  The 
Forest  Service  does  not  assume  any  specific  level  of  demand  in  any  of  the  alternatives 
under  consideration  in  this  EIS.  Instead,  this  analysis  is  concerned  with  the  issuance  and 
terms  of  special  use  permits  for  helicopter  tours.  The  number  of  people  who  choose  to 
pay  for  these  tours  is  market-driven.  The  history  of  this  industry  is  that  demand  has 
grown  over  the  years,  and  is  expected  to  continue  to  grow. 

D-5.  Several  comments  note  that  helicopter  landing  tour  passengers  are  richer  than  cruise 
passengers  in  general,  and  likely  richer  than  Juneau  residents. 

Response:  The  Forest  Service  has  no  evidence  that  helicopter  landing  tour  passengers 
have  higher  average  incomes  than  Juneau  residents.  Even  if  this  were  the  case,  a 
difference  in  the  income  level  of  helicopter  landing  tour  passengers  versus  non- 
passengers would  not,  however,  necessarily  demonstrate  disproportionately  high  adverse 
effects  on  low-income  populations,  nor  would  it  imply  discrimination  on  the  part  of  the 
Forest  Service.  National  Forest  System  land  is  open  to  all  persons  equally,  without  regard 
to  income  level. 

D-6.  Several  comments  note  the  importance  of  tourism  in  general  to  the  local  economy. 
Specific  comments  include  the  following:  a ban  or  restriction  on  helicopter  landing  tours 
would  be  bad  for  the  economy;  tours  provide  employment;  instituting  no-fly  days  would 
restrict  the  helicopter  companies’  ability  to  do  business;  that  it  is  natural  for  businesses  to 
grow  as  Juneau  grows;  and  business  profit  is  a valid  motive  for  providing  the  tours.  One 
comment  suggests  that  a benefit/cost  analysis  would  show  how  important  the  helicopter 
landing  tours  are  to  the  local  economy  and  would  indicate  the  number  of  jobs  lost  and  the 
decrease  in  local  tax  revenue  if  the  tours  were  restricted. 

Response:  Comments  noted.  As  noted  in  Response  D-l,  an  economic  analysis  would  not 
appreciably  add  to  the  information  available  to  support  a decision  at  this  time. 

D-7.  Several  comments  note  that  the  helicopter  landing  tours  have  negative  effects  on 
other  businesses.  Specifically  mentioned  are  adverse  effects  on  businesses  that  depend  on 
the  public’s  ability  to  enjoy  peace  and  quiet  in  the  outdoors,  such  as  bed  and  breakfast 
establishments;  negative  effects  on  the  fixed-wing  tourist  business;  decreased  business 
from  independent  travelers;  and  adverse  impacts  on  non-motorized  tour  businesses.  One 
comment  notes  that  there  would  be  economic  benefits  to  other  businesses  if  flights  were 
curtailed. 

Response:  A discussion  of  the  possible  negative  effects  of  helicopter  landing  tours  on 
other  businesses  has  been  added  to  the  Environmental  Consequences  for  Residents 
section  of  the  FEIS,  Chapter  4,  page  4-6. 

D-8.  Several  comments  indicate  that  the  noise  from  helicopter  traffic  has  adversely 
affected  home  values  in  Juneau.  Several  request  that  an  economic  analysis  be  done  to 
demonstrate  that  effect.  One  comment  says  that  there  is  no  evidence  of  such  an  effect. 

Response:  An  economic  analysis  would  not  add  appreciably  to  the  information  currently 
available  on  which  to  base  a decision;  however,  several  realtors  were  contacted  to  discuss 
this  potential  impact.  Ten  realtors  were  contacted,  and  four  provided  responses.  All  four 
respondents  gave  an  overall  indication  that  helicopter  noise  does  not  generally  affect 
property  values,  that  they  have  noticed  no  general  decline  in  property  values,  and  that 


Helicopter  Landing  Tours  on  the  Juneau  Icefield  2003-2007 


Appendix  E • E-21 


Appendix  E 


they  have  no  seasonal  difficulties  selling  properties  in  the  summer  when  the  helicopter 
traffic  is  greatest. 

On  the  other  hand,  the  State  Sellers  Disclosure  Law  mandates  that  sellers  inform 
prospective  buyers  if  there  is  a problem,  such  as  excessive  noise  related  to  the  property'. 
One  realtor  indicates  that  this  mandatory  disclosure  has  affected  the  marketability  of  at 
least  one  house  near  the  Era  helibase  in  North  Douglas.  A second  realtor  also  noted  some 
difficulty'  selling  properties  close  to  the  Era  helibase.  Another  noted  a problem  with 
airplane  noise  over  Fritz  Cove  Road.  The  noise  has  not  affected  housing  values 
generally,  but  apparently  has  had  a negative  effect  on  the  value  and  marketability'  of 
specific  properties.  This  information  has  been  added  to  the  Environmental  Consequences 
for  Residents  section  of  the  FEIS.  Chapter  4,  page  4-7. 

D-9.  One  comment  indicates  that  the  rough  estimate  of  the  value  of  helicopter  tours  is 
inappropriate,  and  that  an  accurate,  weighted  average  should  be  used,  with  methods  and 
sources  cited. 

Response:  Comment  noted.  The  text  of  the  FEIS  has  been  edited  to  clarify  the  context  of 
the  estimate.  As  observed  earlier,  many  of  the  critical  issues  associated  with  helicopter 
noise  are  qualitative  rather  than  quantitative.  That  is  one  reason  why  a benefit  cost 
analysis  is  not  included  in  the  EIS.  The  EIS  identifies  the  number  as  a rough  estimate.  In 
offering  a rough  estimate  of  the  tours’  contribution  to  the  local  economy,  the  intent  is  to 
indicate  the  general  level  of  contribution,  rather  than  the  exact  amount. 

D-10.  Several  comments  indicate  that  the  benefits  of  the  helicopter  landing  tours  benefit 
only  a few  people  and  a few  companies,  but  come  at  a public  cost.  The  comments 
indicate  that  the  benefits  to  the  companies  do  not  compensate  for  the  harm  they  do  to 
local  residents. 

Response:  Comments  noted.  The  helicopter  landing  tours  do  come  at  some  public  cost, 
and  those  who  are  harmed  are  not  compensated:  however,  restricting  tours  would  also 
come  at  a public  cost — a cost  to  the  people  who  are  denied  an  opportunity  to  use  public 
lands  because  of  restricted  landing  opportunities  on  the  icefield.  Each  alternative 
evaluated  in  the  DEIS  offers  a different  degree  of  balance  between  different  public  goods. 


E.  ADMINISTRATIVE  ISSUES 

E-l.  A few  comments  indicate  that  special  use  permits  should  not  be  extended  until  after 
the  EIS  process  is  complete. 

Response:  Although  this  has  been  a lengthy  process,  the  Forest  Sendee  will  continue  to 
extend  the  permits  while  the  NEPA  process  is  being  completed.  Until  a new  decision, 
based  on  this  EIS.  can  be  implemented,  the  deciding  officer  has  the  authority  to  issue 
permits  under  the  prior  NEPA  document. 

E-2.  Several  comments  recommend  the  Forest  Sendee  specify  the  corrective  actions  that 
may  be  taken  against  operators  who  fail  to  comply  with  their  permit  requirements,  and 
some  suggest  that  permits  be  revoked  for  non-compliance. 

Response:  Special  use  permits  include  stipulations  that  establish  minimum  flight  buffers 
over,  for  example,  wildlife  and  wildlife  habitat.  This  wildlife  buffer  is  a guideline  for 
flight  activities.  It  is  still  the  pilot’s  decision  to  fly  at  whatever  elevation  he  she  needs  to 
in  order  to  provide  aircraft  and  passenger  safety'.  Forest  Sendee  monitoring  during  the 
2001  season  has  identified  a number  of  helicopter  flights  in  the  established  wildlife 
buffers,  and  these  will  be  noted  in  the  appropriate  tour  company  performance 
evaluation! s).  These  obsen  ations  are  not  violations  of  the  permit  conditions,  but  rather 
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documented  observations  of  wildlife  buffer  encroachments.  Until  the  flight  behavior 
purpose  is  identified,  the  Forest  Service  does  not  consider  it  a violation.  If  further 
investigation  leads  to  findings  that  a pilot  has  flown  within  a wildlife  buffer  to  more 
closely  observe  the  wildlife,  for  example,  then  the  Forest  Service  would  consider  it  a 
permit  violation.  If  further  investigation  reveals  that  a pilot  has  flown  within  the  wildlife 
buffer  to  avoid  other  aircraft  operations  or  to  avoid  flying  into  cloudy  areas 
(compromising  aircraft  or  passenger  safety),  then  the  Forest  Service  would  not  consider  it 
a permit  violation. 

With  respect  to  the  future,  the  history  of  compliance  is  one  of  several  criteria  that  may  be 
used  to  evaluate  companies  participating  in  the  prospectus  and  bid  process  (see  Response 
G-l).  A history  of  noncompliance  could  adversely  affect  a company’s  chances  of  having 
its  permit  renewed.  Under  certain  circumstances,  the  Forest  Service  has  the  authority  to 
revoke,  suspend,  or  terminate  a permit. 

E-3.  Several  comments  indicate  that  the  DEIS  is  inconsistent  in  placing  large  buffers 
around  the  Juneau  Icefield  Research  Program  (JIRP)  facilities  and  not  providing  the  same 
for  residents  of  Juneau.  One  comment  asks  that  the  status  of  the  enclave  noted  in  the 
JIRP  buffer  be  clarified. 

Response:  There  is  an  inconsistency  in  the  DEIS  with  respect  to  the  JIRP  buffer  and  the 
approach  to  impacts  on  residents.  The  text  of  the  FEIS  has  been  changed  to  indicate  that 
a 1,500  foot  above  ground  level  (AGL)  buffer  is  recommended  over  JIRP  activities,  but  is 
not  required  (see  Chapter  2,  Alternatives,  Mitigations  for  Juneau  Icefield  Research 
Program,  page  2-31). 

The  enclave  noted  in  the  JIRP  buffer  is  an  error  that  has  been  corrected  in  the  FEIS.  This 
particular  landing  site  is  in  the  Remote  Recreation  LUD  where  enclave  developments  are 
not  allowed.  The  site  could  be  used  for  a basic  landing  tour  site  or  minor  development 
within  the  LUD  Standards  & Guidelines;  however,  it  would  be  used  only  if  the  JIRP 
facility  were  not  occupied  or  upon  negotiation  with  the  JIRP  and  the  Forest  Service  (see 
DEIS,  page  2-28). 

E-4.  Several  comments  noted  that  the  helicopter  tour  companies’  performance  and 
adherence  to  permit  stipulations  should  be  more  closely  monitored.  One  comment 
suggested  that  fees  paid  to  the  Forest  Service  be  increased  to  help  cover  the  costs  of 
monitoring. 

Response:  Comments  noted.  The  Forest  Service  has,  in  the  past  couple  of  years, 
increased  mountain  goat  monitoring  to  further  understanding  of  helicopter  and  mountain 
goat  interactions.  This  is  a continuing,  multi-year  monitoring  program,  significantly 
funded  by  “Fee  Demo”  fees  collected  from  the  permitted  helicopter  landing  tour 
companies  (nearly  $16,000  in  2001).  Additionally,  the  Region  is  currently  undergoing  a 
review  of  the  fees  collected  through  a contractor  to  determine  a fair  market  return  to  the 
Government.  See  also  Response  E-2. 

E-5.  One  comment  asserts  that  the  scope  of  activities  under  consideration  for  this  project 
necessitate  a consistency  determination  under  the  Alaska  Coastal  Zone  Management 
Program. 

Response:  The  Alaska  Division  of  Governmental  Coordination  has  informed  the  Forest 
Service  that,  unless  the  project  under  consideration  involves  ground-disturbing 
construction  or  heliports,  it  is  not  likely  to  require  a review  under  the  Alaska  Coastal 
Management  Program.  The  DEIS  cites  the  Forest  Service/State  of  Alaska  Memorandum 
of  Understanding  to  that  effect  (page  1-24). 
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E-6.  One  comment  suggests  that  a minimum  of  500  to  1,000  landings  should  be  allocated 
per  company,  so  that  smaller  firms  do  not  go  out  of  business. 

Response:  Comment  noted.  The  planned  Prospectus  and  Bid  System  will  allow  all  firms 
to  compete  equally. 


F.  ALTERNATIVES 

F-l.  Several  comments  suggest  the  range  of  alternatives  is  too  small,  that  the  current 
range  of  alternatives  reveals  a bias  toward  increasing  the  number  of  landings,  and  that 
there  should  be  one  or  more  alternatives  added  that  would  decrease  the  number  of 
landings.  Several  comments  recommend  inclusion  of  a new  Citizen’s  Alternative. 

Response:  In  addition  to  the  No- Action  Alternative,  the  range  of  alternatives  addressed 
in  the  FEIS  includes  two  alternatives  below  the  current  authorized  level  (Alternatives  B 
and  C),  two  at  the  current  authorized  level  (Alternatives  D and  E),  and  three  at  higher 
levels  (Alternatives  F,  G,  and  H).  Alternative  B would  reduce  landings  to  the  1994  level 
before  the  1995  EIS  was  issued.  The  Citizen’s  Alternative  is  addressed  in  Response  F-6. 
The  responsible  officer  has  determined  that  the  FEIS  includes  an  adequate  range  of 
alternatives  to  address  significant  issues. 

F-2.  A few  comments  take  exception  to  the  DEIS  for  dropping  the  alternative  that  would 
concentrate  all  flight  paths  in  one  area.  A related  comment  suggests  concentrating 
landing  sites  so  that  flight  routes  could  be  concentrated. 

Response:  As  noted  in  Response  A-l,  the  Forest  Service  is  not  the  authority  on  aircraft 
safety  and  is  not  prepared  to  substitute  its  judgment  for  that  of  the  FAA  concerning 
appropriate  flight  routes.  This  applies  both  to  direct  control  through  permit  conditions  or 
indirect  control  by  concentrating  the  landing  sites.  The  Forest  Service  is  prepared  to 
support  the  ongoing  attempts  of  the  CBJ,  the  FAA,  and  the  flightseeing  industry  as  they 
continue  to  look  at  alternative  routes  that  could  reduce  noise  in  residential  areas, 
including  routes  from  new  heliports.  Because  the  effects  of  these  scenarios  are 
speculative  at  this  time,  this  alternative  was  eliminated  from  further  study. 

F-3.  Many  comments  spoke  either  in  support  of  a particular  alternative  or  against  an 
alternative.  Of  those  comments  that  specifically  supported  a particular  alternative,  most 
favored  Alternative  B (fewer  landings),  followed  by  Alternatives  F and  G (more 
landings). 

Response:  Comments  noted.  These  preferences  and  reasons  for  each  will  be  reviewed 
and  considered  by  the  deciding  officer  in  identifying  the  Selected  Alternative. 

F-4.  Some  comments  suggested  specific  changes  to  one  or  more  alternatives  to  make 
them  more  acceptable.  Specific  comments  include  the  following: 

• Alternative  B — should  be  amended  to  identify  specific  flight  routes  by  company 
and  to  require  each  company  to  publish  its  schedule  each  year 

• Alternative  F — have  the  same  wildlife  buffers  in  the  new  areas  as  in  the  existing 
areas 

• Alternative  F — add  more  flexibility  for  use  in  the  trail  end  buffers  in  the  early 
part  of  the  season 

• Alternative  F — keep  Eagle  Glacier  closed 

• Alternative  F — include  the  Antler  Glacier  Lake  landing  tour 

• Alternative  F — Recalculate  the  5 percent  annual  growth  rate  starting  from  1 999 
actual  landings  rather  than  1999  authorized  landings 
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Response:  These  comments  are  noted  and  will  be  considered  in  identifying  the  Selected 
Alternative. 

F-5.  Several  comments  indicate  specific  conditions  or  restrictions  that  should  be 
considered,  without  mentioning  a specific  alternative.  Specific  suggestions  include  the 
following: 

• Limit  the  days  of  operation  (6  days  a week  is  the  most  common  recommendation) 

• Limit  the  hours  of  operation 

• Limit  or  reduce  the  season  length;  do  not  expand  the  season  length 

• Do  not  expand  into  new  areas 

• Limit  daily  landings  in  each  zone 

• Concentrate  all  flights  to  a few  minutes  each  hour 

• Add  buffer  zones  to  both  sides  of  the  ridges 

• End  all  flights  by  8 p.m. 

Response:  These  comments  are  noted  and  will  be  reviewed  and  considered  by  the 
deciding  officer  in  identifying  the  Selected  Alternative. 

F-6.  Several  comments  express  support  for  the  Citizen’s  Alternative,  which  is  described 
below. 

Response:  As  noted  in  Response  F-l,  the  responsible  officer  has  determined  that  the 
alternatives  discussed  in  the  FEIS  represent  an  adequate  range  of  alternatives  to  address 
significant  issues.  The  specific  elements  of  the  Citizen’s  Alternative  are  almost  all 
included  in  Alternatives  B,  C,  or  D;  the  status  of  other  recommendations  is  noted  in  other 
responses,  as  noted  below. 


Element 


Citizen’s  Alternative 
Recommendation 


Included  in 
Alternative 


Number  of  landings 
Hours  landings  can  occur 
Days  per  week  landings  can 
occur 

Days  per  season  landings 
can  occur 

Maximum  number  of 
landings  per  day 
Landing  locations 
Flight  paths 


11,881  (1 994  reported  actual  use) 
8:30  a.m.  to  6:00  p.m. 

Sunday  - Friday  (6) 


Alternative  B 
Alternative  B 
Alternatives  C and  D 


128 


Alternatives  C and  D 


93 


See  Response  F-8 


Same  as  now;  no  new  areas. 
Designated  “good”  and  “poor” 
weather  routes  for  each  permitted 
company.  If  these  routes  are  not 
flyable  at  minimum  altitudes 
required,  flights  are  cancelled  for 
the  period  of  time  until  routes  are 
safely  flyable  at  minimum 
specified  altitudes. 

Same  as  Alternative  B 


Alternatives  B and  C 
See  Response  A-l 


Other  items 


Alternative  B 
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F-7.  Several  comments  indicate  that  certain  alternatives  fail  to  meet  the  Purpose  and 
Need  statement’s  goal  of  balance,  do  not  provide  adequate  mitigation,  or  are  lacking  for 
other  reasons.  Specific  comments  include  the  following: 

• Alternatives  F and  G do  not  address  noise  concerns 

• Alternative  E is  not  like  the  current  situation  because  it  includes  more  landings 

• Alternative  E,  the  Proposed  Action,  does  not  meet  the  Purpose  and  Need 
criterion  of  balance,  and  therefore  does  not  meet  the  stated  goals 

• Expansion  into  Berners  Bay  under  Alternatives  D,  E,  F,  and  G violates  the 
balance  criterion  of  the  Purpose  and  Need  statement 

• Alternative  D fails  to  provide  mitigation  measures  for  increased  flightseeing 
noise 

• Alternative  E fails  to  provide  mitigation  measures  for  increased  flightseeing 
noise  and  for  noise  in  new  areas 

• Snow  vehicle  tours  under  Alternative  G are  not  consistent  with  the  Forest  Plan 

• Alternative  E has  a bias  toward  tourism 

Response:  These  comments  are  noted  and  will  be  reviewed  and  considered  by  the 
deciding  officer  in  identifying  the  Selected  Alternative. 

F-8.  Several  comments  suggested  that  permits  be  issued  on  a daily  basis  rather  than  a 
seasonal  basis  to  control  the  number  of  landings  that  occur  each  day.  Several  comments 
also  suggest  that  landing  tour  operators  carry  over  their  “excess”  flights  on  bad  weather 
days  and  make  up  for  it  with  more  flights  when  the  weather  is  good. 

One  suggests  that  the  benefits  of  issuing  permits  on  a daily  rather  than  seasonal  basis 
would  include  predictability,  i.e.,  flights  would  not  be  clustered  far  beyond  the  average  on 
certain  days.  The  comment  indicates,  for  example,  that  if  the  landings  in  Alternative  B 
were  spread  over  6 days  per  week  instead  of  5,  leaving  128  days  in  the  season,  the 
average  flights  per  day  would  equal  93  instead  of  the  114  indicated  in  the  EIS.  If  the 
landings  were  capped  at  93,  it  would  limit  the  amount  of  noise  exposure. 

Response:  The  helicopter  landing  tour  companies  do  indeed  have  more  flights  on  some 
days  than  others,  based  not  only  on  the  weather  but  on  passengers  available  on  any  given 
day;  however,  there  is  no  correlation  between  the  number  of  cruise  ship  passengers  in 
Juneau  and  weather  conditions.  The  number  of  cruise  ship  passengers  in  Juneau  on  any 
day  is  not  dependent  on  the  weather. 

Forest  Service  records  for  1999  through  2001  indicate  the  following  number  of  landings 
for  each  company  on  its  maximum  day  of  operation  over  the  3 years: 


Company 

Maximum  Landings 

Date 

NorthStar 

27 

June  15,  2000 

Era 

116 

August  13,  2001 

TEMSCO 

142 

July  13,2000 

Coastal 

29 

July  30,  2001 

The  greatest  cluster  of  maximum  operating  days  occurred  on  3 days  between  July  30  and 
August  13,  2001. 

If  the  3-year  maximums  had  all  occurred  on  one  day,  the  number  of  landings  would  have 
equaled  314,  which  is  approximately  2.5  times  the  average  124  landings  per  day  under 
Alternative  E,  the  Proposed  Action.  This  is  substantially  more  landings  than  represented 
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by  the  average  landings  per  day;  however,  as  noted  above,  the  maximum  day  of  operation 
varies  for  the  different  firms,  based  on  their  destinations,  the  availability  of  clients,  and 
other  variables.  Issuing  permits  on  a daily  rather  than  seasonal  basis  would  limit  the 
number  of  landings  to  a level  below  that  indicated  by  the  various  alternatives,  and  that  is 
not  the  intent  of  the  alternatives. 

F-9.  Several  comments  indicate  that  the  change  in  the  definition  of  season  length  skews 
the  presentation  of  landings/season,  and  that  the  longer  season  is  inappropriate.  Several 
also  suggest  revisions  to  Table  4-1  of  the  DEIS  to  compare  alternatives  using  the  season 
length  as  it  was  defined  in  the  base  year,  1999. 

Response:  The  FEIS,  including  Table  2-10  (Page  2-35)  and  Table  4-1  (Page  4-2),  has 
been  revised  to  clarify  the  method  for  calculating  the  number  of  landings  per  season.  It 
now  shows  the  relevant  numbers  based  on  the  active  tourism  season  defined  in  the  DEIS 
(May  1 - September  30). 

The  EIS  has  considered  capacities  and  limitations  for  a time  period  during  which  visitor 
numbers  are  high  enough  to  adversely  affect  residents,  recreationists,  and  natural 
resources.  The  majority  of  clients  participating  in  helicopter  landing  tours  are  cruise  ship 
passengers.  The  cruise  ship  schedules  indicate  many  “high  number  days”  in  early  May; 
also,  May  1 is  now  considered  the  unofficial  “first  cruise  ship  arrival”  day.  In  defining 
the  primary  use  season,  we  have  taken  this  trend  into  account,  along  with  the  fact  that 
actual  visitor  impacts  to  resources  and  the  community  occur  during  early  May  and  late 
September. 

F-10.  Several  comments  indicate  that  support  flights  should  be  included  in  the  total 
number  of  landings  allowed  and  that  the  support  flights  be  restricted  to  the  same  hours  of 
operation  (for  instance,  not  late  at  night  or  early  morning). 

Response:  The  Forest  Service  has  elected  not  to  include  support  flights  in  the  overall 
total  because  they  are  a small  percentage  of  the  total  number  of  flights.  Support  flights 
are  discussed  in  the  Cumulative  Effects  section  in  Chapter  4 (page  4-33)  of  the  FEIS. 

F-ll.  Several  comments  suggested  that  no  new  limits  should  be  placed  on  tours.  Items 
specifically  addressed  include  not  limiting  the  days  and  hours  of  operation,  not  excluding 
landings  between  November  and  March,  and  not  precluding  trips  based  on  duration. 

Response:  These  comments  are  noted  and  will  be  reviewed  and  considered  by  the 
deciding  officer  in  identifying  the  Selected  Alternative. 

F-12.  One  comment  indicates  that  Alternatives  B through  G do  not  protect  quiet  and 
solitude  and  would  not  “conduct  activities  in  a way  that  minimizes  adverse  impacts  to 
popular  or  highly  valued  local  areas  with  outfitter/guide  operations,”  as  called  for  in  the 
Standards  and  Guidelines  for  Recreation.  The  comment  indicates  that  they  are,  therefore, 
not  compliant  with  the  Forest  Plan. 

Response:  The  Standards  and  Guidelines  have  many  stipulations,  and  all  must  be 
achieved  with  some  degree  of  compromise.  The  Standards  and  Guidelines  also  require 
that  the  Forest  Service  work  with  outfitters  and  guides  to  provide  opportunities  for  forest 
use.  No  single  requirement  can  be  met  at  the  expense  of  others.  The  range  of  alternatives 
addressed  in  the  EIS  allows  for  the  tradeoffs  between  more  quiet  and  solitude  versus  more 
accommodation  of  those  desiring  helicopter  access  to  the  Juneau  Icefield  and  the  services 
of  the  helicopter  landing  tours. 

F-13.  One  comment  indicates  that  Table  2-1  erroneously  states  that  the  No-Action 
Alternative  is  not  consistent  with  the  Forest  Plan.  The  comment  says  that  the  Forest  Plan 
is  permissive  in  nature  and  that  it  allows,  but  does  not  require,  that  any  activity  be 
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permitted.  It  concludes  that  “if  landing  tours  were  not  allowed  as  in  Alternative  A,  then 
no  activity  would  occur  on  the  National  Forest  and  it  would  be  consistent  with  the 
Forest  Plan.” 

Response:  The  following  discussion  may  help  readers  understand  the  determination  that 
Alternative  A is  inconsistent  with  the  Forest  Plan.  This  EIS  is  a special  use  authorization 
project  and  was  proposed  to  respond  to  requests  from  outfitter  guides  (the  four  helicopter 
tour  companies).  The  Forest  Service  is  directed  (TLRMP  4-37,  REC122)  to:  “Work  with 
recreation  service  partners  and  the  tourism  industry  in  identifying  and  developing  services 
and  opportunities.  Recreation  service  partners  provide  services  and  opportunities  that 
supplement  the  use  and  enjoyment  of  the  national  forests  by  a variety  of  people.  ...” 
REC-122  further  directs  the  Forest  Service  to  “facilitate  authorizing  commercial 
recreation  use,  services,  and  developments  by:  (1)  Authorizing  commercial  recreational 
developments  and  services  where  there  is  a public  need,  and  no  private  lands  are  available 
or  suitable  for  development.”  The  Juneau  Icefield  is  a unique  geologic  land  formation  on 
the  Tongass  National  Forest  and  has  a history  of  being  a popular  and  memorable 
experience  for  tourists  choosing  to  purchase  a commercial  helicopter  landing  tour.  These 
considerations  support  the  conclusion  that  the  No-Action  Alternative,  which  would  permit 
no  landings  on  the  icefield,  would  not  be  consistent  with  the  Forest  Plan. 

F-14.  One  comment  requests  that  the  flight  routes  of  each  operator  be  identified,  and  that 
the  Forest  Service  require  operators  to  publish  their  schedules. 

Response:  The  FEIS  includes  a new  figure  (Figure  1-7)  that  indicates  the  current  primary 
normal  weather  and  poor  weather  flight  routes,  developed  with  the  FAA  as  part  of  the 
operators’  involvement  in  the  Juneau  Tour  Operators’  Best  Management  Program.  They 
are  not  identified  by  individual  operator,  however. 

F-15.  Many  comments  were  received  offering  generic  positive  comments  about  the 
helicopter  landing  tours.  Specific  comments  note  that  National  Forest  System  land  is 
open  to  all;  that  the  icefield  is  a beautiful,  unique  environment  that  should  be  accessible  to 
people;  and  that  the  helicopter  tours  provide  access  to  all.  Others  state  that  the  tour 
companies  are  good  neighbors,  providing  employment  and  educational  opportunities 
without  doing  environmental  damage  to  the  glaciers.  Some  of  these  comments  also 
suggest  that  the  landings  be  expanded  to  more  remote  areas,  that  the  number  of  landings 
be  increased,  or  that  no  additional  restrictions  be  placed  on  the  tours. 

Response:  Comments  noted.  These  comments  will  be  reviewed  and  considered  by  the 
deciding  officer  in  identifying  the  Selected  Alternative. 

F-16.  Many  comments  offer  generic  negative  comments  about  the  helicopter  landing 
tours.  Specific  comments  note  that  there  is  a need  to  reduce  the  noise,  and  the  only  way 
to  do  that  is  to  reduce  the  number  of  flights  and  landings.  Most  of  these  comments  do  not 
specify  the  level  to  which  landings  should  be  reduced,  but  a few  suggest  specific  levels, 
such  as  the  1996  level  when  there  were  500,000  cruise  ship  passengers.  Others  suggest 
that  quiet  days  be  implemented  and  that  the  landing  areas  not  be  expanded.  Several 
comments  indicate  that  the  helicopter  companies  are  not  good  neighbors,  and  that  the 
tours  provide  benefits  to  a few  while  negatively  affecting  many  others.  Two  of  the 
comments  suggest  that  the  negative  effects  on  residents  should  receive  more  weight  than 
the  benefits  to  one-day  tourists. 

Response:  These  comments  will  be  reviewed  and  considered  by  the  deciding  officer  in 
identifying  the  Selected  Alternative.  The  public  response  to  this  EIS  clearly  demonstrates 
that  the  noise  associated  with  helicopter  landing  tours  is  a problem  for  many  residents. 
Alternatives  B and  C of  the  EIS  include  reduced  landings  compared  to  the  current 
authorized  level,  and  include  both  quiet  days  and  no  extension  of  the  area  where  landings 
can  occur. 
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F-17.  Several  comments  suggest  that  the  Antler  Glacier  Lake  landing  not  be  allowed  so 
as  to  protect  the  area’s  wildlife  and  existing  recreational  setting. 

Response:  Comments  noted. 

F-18.  Some  comments  suggest  that  the  Antler  Glacier  Lake  landing  should  be  allowed. 
Response:  Comments  noted. 

F-19.  Several  comments  spoke  against  allowing  snow  vehicle  tours  on  the  icefield,  or 
allowing  them  only  if  they  could  be  located  beyond  the  sight  and  hearing  of  residents  and 
those  in  non-motorized  recreation  areas.  One  comment  noted  that  the  sight  of  snow 
vehicles  could  detract  from  the  pleasure  of  flightseeing. 

Response:  Comments  noted. 

F-20.  Some  comments  spoke  against  allowing  dogsled  tours  on  the  icefield,  indicating 
that  180  doghouses  could  not  blend  in  with  the  glacier  environment. 

Response:  Comments  noted.  The  Forest  Service  has  and  will  continue  to  require  that 
facilities,  including  doghouses  at  the  enclave  development  sites,  are  to  be  white  so  they 
blend  in  with  the  icefield  environment.  Compliance  with  this  permit  requirement  is 
achieved  by  unannounced  monitoring  visits  to  the  dogsled  mushing  camp  operations  and 
follow-up  performance  evaluations.  The  Forest  Service  has  received  no  complaints 
regarding  non-compliance  on  this  issue. 

F-21.  One  comment  suggests  that  the  base  year  for  comparing  alternatives  be  changed  to 
the  1999  actual  landing  level  rather  than  the  1999  authorized  level. 

Response:  This  change  has  not  been  made.  Changing  the  basis  would  not  make  the 
differences  between  alternatives  any  more  clear. 


G.  REQUESTS  FOR  ADDITIONAL  INFORMATION  IN 
THE  EIS 

G-l.  Several  comments  state  support  for  the  prospectus  and  bid  system,  or  request  that 
additional  information  about  the  system  be  included  in  the  FEIS. 

Response:  Additional  information  about  the  prospectus  and  bid  system  has  been  included 
in  the  FEIS,  Chapter  1,  page  1-10,  and  Chapter  4,  page  4-7.  Appendix  D includes  a 
sample  prospectus  and  bid  process. 

G-2.  Several  comments  recommend  that  additional  information  be  added  to  the 
cumulative  effects  analysis.  Specific  comments  recommend  adding  floatplane  tours, 
guided  raft  trips,  other  forms  of  guided  trips  for  cruise  ship  passengers,  and  various 
mechanized  activities. 

Response:  The  cumulative  effects  analysis  has  been  modified  to  refer  to  these  types  of 
impacts.  Quantified  data  are  not  available  for  many  activities,  however.  Cumulative 
effects  relate  only  to  impacts  similar  to  what  is  caused  by  this  action. 

G-3.  Several  comments  indicate  that  data  for  2000  and  2001  should  be  included  in  the 
EIS. 

Response:  Data  for  2000  and  2001  have  been  added  wherever  the  data  are  available. 
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G-4.  Several  comments  indicate  that  the  DEIS  is  flawed  because  it  does  not  contain  a 
social  analysis  as  specifically  required  by  the  Forest  Service  Manual  and  Handbooks, 
sections  1900.  One  comment  notes  the  following: 

Forest  Service  Manual  section  1973.03  mandates  social  impact  analysis  if 
potential  social  effects  of  agency  policies  or  actions  are  important  to  the 
decision.  (Forest  Sendee  Handbook  [FSH]  1909.17,  Chapter  30.1  [3]). 

Social  variables  are  explained  and  listed  in  Chapter  33,  including  esthetic 
and  amenity  ties  to  forest  lands,  attitudes,  beliefs  and  values,  social 
organization,  land-use  patterns,  lifestyles,  recreation  preferences,  degree  of 
privacy/isolation,  relationship  of  lifestyle  to  infrastructure  and  forest 
resources,  public  conceptions  of  appropriate  uses  of  forest  land,  scope  and 
intensity  of  demonstrated  support  or  opposition  to  the  proposed  action, 
customs  and  traditions  in  the  affected  area,  local  perceptions  of  incoming 
workers,  recreationists,  or  retirees  with  different  lifestyles,  attitudes  about 
economic  development  by  outsiders,  social  organization  . . . 

Response:  The  DEIS  acknowledges  the  potentially  significant  impacts  of  noise  on 
residents  in  numerous  places,  including  the  discussion  of  significant  issues  (page  1-18), 
the  discussion  of  mitigation  recommendations  and  mediation  efforts  (page  1-26),  and  the 
discussion  of  noise  effects  on  residents  (page  4-2)  and  recreationists  (page  4-10). 

The  Forest  Service  policy  reference  concerning  the  analysis  is  found  in  Forest  Service 
Manual  (FSM)  1900  - Planning,  Amendment  No.  1900-92-2,  Chapter  1970  - Economic 
and  Social  Analysis,  part  1970.6  (page  5): 

1970.6  - Scope  of  Analyses.  The  responsible  line  officer  determines  the 
scope,  appropriate  level,  and  complexity  of  economic  and  social  analysis 
needed.  In  many  planning  and  management  situations,  certain  laws  and 
regulations  or  Forest  Service  policy  specify  analysis  requirements  (FSM 
1901,  1903).  In  other  situations,  the  scope  and  depth  of  analyses  depend 
on  the  potential  effects  of  the  program  or  project  planned  or  under  review. 

The  Juneau  District  Ranger,  the  responsible  line  officer  for  this  project,  has  determined 
that  the  best  information  currently  available  should  be  used,  such  as  the  McDowell  Group 
surveys  and  CBJ  Web  polling  (CBJ,  2001)  by  Egret  Communications  (see  FEIS  Chapter 
4,  pages  4-6  and  4-7). 

G-5.  Several  comments  indicate  that  the  project  area  should  include  Douglas  Island  and 
the  Taku  River  watershed. 

Response:  For  the  FEIS,  the  analysis  area  has  been  expanded  to  include  the  area  shown 
in  Figure  1-2  and  subsequent  figures,  which  includes  Douglas  Island.  Although  some 
flights  to  the  icefield  access  via  Taku  Inlet,  the  Taku  River  watershed  is  outside  the 
project  area. 

G-6.  Several  comments  indicate  that  non-landing  tours  should  be  quantified,  both  under 
the  No-Action  Alternative  and  other  alternatives,  and  in  the  cumulative  effects  analysis. 

Response:  Additional  information  has  been  collected  with  respect  to  flightseeing-only 
tours,  as  follows: 
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Company 

1999 

2000 

2001 

TEMSCO 

Approximately  100 

Approximately  100 

Approximately  100 

people,  at  1 to  6 

people,  at  1 to  6 

people,  at  1 to  6 

persons  per  flight. 

persons  per  flight. 

persons  per  flight. 

Era 

0 

0 

0 

Coastal 

17  flights 

15  flights 

20  flights 

NorthStar 

0 

1 

0 

Assuming  an  average  of  3.5  persons  per  TEMSCO  flight,  that  would  equal  29  TEMSCO 
flightseeing-only  flights,  for  a total  of  45  to  50  flights  per  year  offered  by  these 
companies.  Estimates  from  other  companies  that  may  offer  flightseeing-only  flights  are 
not  available.  At  any  rate,  it  is  a very  small  number  compared  to  the  helicopter  landing 
tours.  This  information  has  been  added  in  the  FEIS,  Chapter  4,  Environmental 
Consequences  for  Residents  (page  4-7)  and  to  the  cumulative  effects  discussion 
(pages  4-33  and  4-34).  It  is  not  possible,  however,  to  predict  how  many  people  might 
choose  these  flights  if  the  landing  tours  were  not  available,  or  if  there  were  not  enough 
tours  available  to  meet  the  demand  of  those  willing  and  able  to  pay  for  them.  The  non- 
landing tours,  therefore,  have  not  been  quantified  under  the  No-Action  Alternative  and 
other  alternatives. 


G-7.  A couple  of  comments  indicate  that  the  DEIS  ignores  the  concept  of  soundscape, 
offers  no  formal  soundscape  protection  measures,  and  does  not  identify  ROS  classes  that 
address  the  presence  or  absence  of  sounds  of  human  activity.  One  of  the  comments 
suggests  that  a soundscape  survey  is  needed. 

Response:  In  contrast  to  the  National  Park  Service,  the  Forest  Service  has  not  adopted 
the  concept  of  soundscape  into  its  management  policies.  The  description  of  the  acoustical 
environment  on  pages  3-14  through  3-25  of  the  DEIS  includes  measurements  of  ambient 
(background)  noise  levels,  as  well  as  the  contribution  of  aircraft  to  the  existing  noise 
environment. 

G-8.  Some  comments  note  that  the  DEIS  includes  inadequate  data  on  current  levels  of 
activity,  noise,  and  flight  routes. 

Response:  The  FEIS  includes  more  detailed  information  on  current  levels  of  activity 
(Table  1-1),  as  well  as  the  flight  routes  used  by  helicopter  landing  tour  operators  (Figure 
1-7).  The  DEIS,  by  citing  at  length  both  the  1999  and  2000  noise  studies,  adequately 
portrays  the  existing  noise  environment. 

G-9.  One  comment  indicated  that  more  information  is  needed  about  the  activities  on  the 
icefield  and  the  impacts  of  those  activities. 

Response:  The  list  of  proposed  icefield  activities  is  included  on  page  1-15  of  the  DEIS. 
Information  concerning  special  use  permit  conditions  imposed  on  the  permittees  has  been 
added  to  the  FEIS  in  Appendix  C and  to  the  Introduction  in  Chapter  4,  Environmental 
Consequences.  Given  those  conditions,  no  effects  on  the  icefield  are  expected  other  than 
those  discussed  in  the  DEIS  in  the  context  of  environmental  consequences  to 
recreationists,  DEIS  pages  4-9  through  4-19. 

G-10.  Some  comments  suggest  that  the  EIS  count  overflights  as  well  as  landings. 

Response:  As  noted  in  the  Glossary  of  the  DEIS,  each  landing  represents  an  equivalent 
number  of  round  trips;  that  is,  one  flight  out  and  one  flight  back  equals  one  landing 
(page  5-11).  Landings  and  customer  service  days  are  the  two  units  of  measure  used  to  allot 
and  track  permits.  It  would  not  appreciably  add  to  this  analysis  to  count  overflights. 
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Overflights  not  associated  with  the  landing  tours  are  considered  in  Cumulative  Effects  in 
Chapter  4 of  the  EIS  (DEIS  page  4-27,  FEIS  page  4-34). 

G-ll.  One  comment  indicates  that  there  is  no  discussion  of  the  noise  impacts  of 
overflights  in  new  areas. 

Response:  Please  see  DEIS  page  4-23. 

G-12.  A couple  of  comments  suggest  that  the  EIS  needs  to  address  the  energy 
requirements  of  each  alternative. 

Response:  Annual  fuel  requirements  (in  gallons)  under  each  alternative  have  been  added 
to  the  FEIS  Chapter  4,  page  4-36. 

G-13.  One  comment  suggested  that  the  EIS  address  the  effects  of  the  alternatives  on  air 
quality. 

Response:  The  FEIS  provides  a brief  description  of  the  air  quality  impacts  of  each 
alternative  in  Chapter  4,  page  4-32. 

G-14.  One  comment  indicates  that  the  maps  of  alternatives  reveal  few  differences  among 
the  alternatives. 

Response:  Please  note  that  maps  are  not  necessarily  the  most  effective  means  of 
presenting  quantitative  data.  In  the  case  of  the  figures  in  Chapter  2,  the  key  differences 
among  the  alternatives  are  presented  in  the  written  descriptions  of  these  alternatives  and 
in  Table  2-1. 

G-15.  Several  comments  assert  that  creation  of  noise  by  helicopter  overflights  constitutes 
an  irreversible  and  irretrievable  commitment  of  the  acoustic  environment.  Others  identify 
decreased  property  values  and  reduced  business  income  as  irreversible  and  irretrievable 
losses  and  state  that  these  should  be  addressed  in  the  EIS. 

Response:  An  irreversible  commitment  is  defined  as  the  loss  of  future  options  on  the  use 
of  non-renewable  resources  (e.g.,  minerals),  and  an  irretrievable  commitment  is  defined  as 
the  loss  of  production,  harvest,  or  use  of  renewable  resources  (FSH  1909.15.05 
definitions).  Quiet  is  a renewable  resource,  and  it  is  fully  restored  the  moment  any 
unwelcome  sound  becomes  inaudible.  With  regard  to  economic  impacts,  data  are  not 
available  to  demonstrate  negative  effects  of  helicopter  noise  on  businesses  (see  also 
Response  D-8);  however,  if  such  effects  were  to  occur,  they  could  be  construed  as  an 
irretrievable  loss  of  monetary  resources.  This  information  has  been  added  to  the 
Irreversible  and  Irretrievable  Commitment  of  Resources  discussion  in  the  FEIS,  Chapter 
4,  pages  4-35  and  4-36. 

G-16.  One  comment  requests  more  information  about  the  Forest  Service’s  continued 
efforts  to  develop  feasible  solutions  and  define  mitigating  measures. 

Response:  Comment  noted.  Additional  information  on  mitigation  measures  has  been 
added  to  the  FEIS  in  Chapter  2,  in  the  Mitigating  Measures  and  Conditions  Common  to 
all  Action  Alternatives  section  (beginning  on  page  2-20).  The  Mitigation 
Recommendations  and  Mediation  Efforts  section  in  Chapter  1 of  the  FEIS  has  been 
expanded  to  include  information  regarding  the  Citizen’s  Initiative  (page  1-31),  the  1998 
McDowell  Group  survey  (page  1-31),  and  alternative  heliport  sites  (page  1-36). 

G-17.  One  comment  requests  that  more  information  be  provided  concerning  tour 
duration. 

Response:  The  information  provided  in  the  DEIS  (Chapter  1,  Proposed  Action  section, 
page  1-10)  is  adequate  to  understand  the  activities  that  are  occurring  and  are  being 
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proposed  on  the  icefield.  Additional  information  concerning  tour  length  would  not  add  to 
the  decisionmaker’s  ability  to  distinguish  between  alternatives,  or  provide  information 
useful  to  determining  the  effects  of  alternatives. 

G-18.  One  comment  requests  more  information  about  the  location  of  new  landing  areas 
north  of  the  1995  EIS  boundary  and  about  the  activities  proposed  for  those  areas. 

Response:  Proposed  flight  routes  and  landing  sites  in  the  new  areas  are  identified  in 
Figure  1-5  of  the  DEIS.  The  same  activities  are  proposed  in  these  areas  as  in  the  rest  of 
the  analysis  area,  and  are  described  on  pages  1-10  through  1-17  of  the  DEIS. 

G-19.  One  comment  requests  more  information  about  the  effects  of  the  alternatives  on 
cruise  ship  arrivals  in  Juneau. 

Response:  At  this  time,  it  is  not  possible  to  determine  whether  passengers  in  Seattle  or 
Los  Angeles  or  other  ports  would  be  more  or  less  likely  to  board  cruise  ships  if  a greater 
or  smaller  number  of  helicopter  tours  were  available.  Numerous  other  factors  have 
considerable  impact  on  the  number  of  tourists  arriving  in  Juneau  by  cruise  ship.  Chief 
among  these  are  the  state  of  the  economy  and  the  cost  of  berths  on  cruise  ships.  It  is 
likely  that  these  factors  have  more  influence  over  cruise  traffic  than  the  availability  of 
helicopter  tours.  Therefore,  the  analyses  in  the  EIS  are  sufficient  to  allow  the  public  and 
the  decisionmaker  to  come  to  a reasoned  conclusion  about  the  relative  merits  of  the 
different  alternatives. 

G-20.  One  comment  states  that  the  EIS  fails  to  give  adequate  consideration  to 
nonquantifiable  impacts. 

Response:  Please  see  Responses  D-l,  G-4,  and  1-4. 

G-21.  One  comment  notes  that  several  additional  planning  documents  should  be 
considered  in  the  analysis.  The  comment  suggests  that  useful  information  can  be  found  in 
the  following:  the  Juneau  Parks  and  Recreation  Comprehensive  Plan  (1996),  the  Alaska 
Department  of  Natural  Resources  (1993)  Juneau  State  Land  Plan,  and  the  Mendenhall 
Recreation  Area  Plan. 

Response:  These  documents  are  part  of  the  planning  record  and  were  reviewed  during 
preparation  of  the  FEIS.  References  to  these  documents  were  not  added  to  the  FEIS. 

H.  EFFECTS  TO  RESIDENTS 

H-l.  Many  comments  emphasize  the  generally  negative  impact  of  noise  on  the  quality  of 
life  of  residents  or  focus  on  the  importance  of  particular  impacts  on  residents.  These 
comments  include  statements  that  noise  has  social  impacts  on  the  community;  that  noise 
hinders  learning  and  interferes  with  sleep,  work,  convalescence,  and  communication;  that 
noise  is  extremely  annoying;  and  that  it  destroys  family  time.  Others  note  the  noise 
disturbance  in  particular  neighborhoods,  such  as  North  Douglas,  Twin  Lakes,  the 
Mendenhall  Peninsula,  and  Auke  Bay. 

The  overall  message  of  many  of  these  comments  is  that  the  noise  is  unbearable  and 
inescapable  because  it  is  everywhere.  Several  suggest  that  the  EIS  downplays  these 
effects  even  though  they  are  attested  to  by  the  many  public  complaints  about  noise.  For 
example,  one  comment  cites  the  McDowell  Survey  report  results,  which  show  that  8 1 
percent  of  respondents  wanted  the  same  or  fewer  flights  in  the  area.  Some  say  that  their 
neighborhood  sounds  like  a war  zone. 
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Response:  The  impact  of  noise  on  residents  is  a significant  issue,  as  discussed  in  the  EIS. 
Additional  information  has  been  added  to  the  FEIS,  Chapter  4,  the  Environmental 
Consequences  for  Residents  section  (beginning  on  page  4-3),  to  more  fully  and  forcefully 
characterize  the  negative  impacts  and  the  feelings  of  many  residents.  Results  of  recent 
CBJ  polling  (CBJ,  2001)  by  Egret  Communications  have  also  been  added  to  the  FEIS 
(page  4-6),  which  help  to  characterize  both  the  magnitude  of  the  problem  and  the 
differences  of  opinion  that  exist  in  the  community. 

H-2.  Several  comments  indicate  that  the  noise  in  Juneau  is  not  that  big  a problem,  saying 
that  noise  is  part  of  an  urban  environment  or  that  the  negative  effects  of  noise  are 
exaggerated.  One  comment  noted  that  subdivision  construction  near  a landing  site  belies 
the  claims  of  adverse  noise  effects,  and  one  cites  the  Durden  report  as  saying  that  the 
noise  level  in  Juneau  is  not  a health  hazard  and  is  not  incompatible  with  housing. 

Response:  Comments  noted.  See  also  Response  H-l. 

H-3.  One  comment  indicates  that  the  description  of  area  residents  is  incomplete,  and  is 
biased  because  the  concluding  paragraph  dismisses  aircraft  noise. 

Response:  According  to  40  CFR  1502.2  (g),  an  EIS  is  designed  to  disclose  and  assess  the 
environmental  impacts  of  a proposed  action,  not  present  arguments  that  one  point  of  view 
is  right  or  wrong. 

Preparers  of  NEPA  documents  highlight  issues  of  greatest  concern  by  presenting  them  at 
the  beginning  of  a discussion  and  include  alternative  interpretations  later  on.  Thus,  the 
first  part  of  the  discussion  highlights  those  who  are  adversely  affected  by  the  noise,  and 
the  last  part  of  the  discussion  acknowledges  that  not  everyone  objects  to  the  noise. 
Nonetheless,  the  text  in  Chapter  4 of  the  FEIS,  under  Environmental  Consequences  for 
Residents  (beginning  on  page  4-3).  has  been  revised  to  more  forcefully  acknowledge  the 
adverse  effects  of  noise  on  residents.  See  also  Response  H-l. 

H-4.  Several  comments  indicate  that  residents  deserve  peace  and  quiet  in  their  homes  and 
neighborhoods,  and  should  be  protected  from  harassment,  much  as  marine  mammals  and 
other  wildlife  are  protected. 

Response:  The  purpose  of  an  EIS.  according  to  40  CFR  1502.2(g),  is  to  disclose  and 
assess  the  environmental  impacts  of  a proposed  action.  The  EIS  fulfills  this  purpose  by 
acknowledging  that  the  adverse  effects  of  helicopter  noise  on  residents  is  a significant 
issue,  and  indicates  how  various  alternatives  would  increase  or  decrease  that  level  of 
impact. 

H-5.  Several  comments  suggest  that  the  annoyance  curve  shown  for  recreationists 
(Figure  4-2)  is  probably  more  representative  of  Juneau  residents  than  the  residential 
annoyance  curve  (Figure  4-1).  Other  comments  suggest  that  the  effects  on  humans  are 
similar  to  the  effects  on  wildlife,  such  as  causing  stress  and  the  adverse  effects  that  go 
with  it. 

Response:  The  Forest  Service  has  used  generally  accepted  research,  as  cited  in  the  1999 
and  2000  noise  studies,  to  characterize  how'  different  groups  of  people  typically  respond 
to  noise.  See  also  Response  H-4. 

H-6.  Several  comments  note  that  the  loudness  and  duration  of  the  noise  vary  from 
neighborhood  to  neighborhood,  and  that  the  noise  studies  cited  in  the  EIS  and  the  various 
surveys  that  have  been  done  do  not  adequately  account  for  those  variations. 

Response:  Although  the  1999  and  2000  Noise  Assessments  cited  in  the  DEIS  do  provide 
differentiation  among  the  noise  levels  in  different  neighborhoods,  some  of  the  other 
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studies  (such  as  the  1998  McDowell  Group  survey)  do  not.  The  Forest  Service  has  used 
the  best  available  information  in  the  EIS. 

H-7.  Several  comments  concerning  noise  impacts  on  residents  focus  on  the  specific 
attributes  of  the  noise  that  are  so  disturbing,  noting  especially  that  it  is  the  duration  and 
frequency  as  well  as  the  loudness  that  is  disturbing,  and  that  residents  are  bothered  by 
more  than  just  the  number  of  helicopters  flying  at  one  time. 

Response:  Comments  noted.  The  DEIS  discusses  all  these  facets  of  noise,  including  the 
duration,  frequency,  and  loudness,  specifically  in  Chapter  3,  the  Acoustical  Environment 
section  (page  3-14  through  3-25)  and  Chapter  4,  the  Changes  in  Acoustical  Environment 
and  Environmental  Consequences  for  Residents  sections  (pages  4-1  through  4-5). 

H-8.  Several  comments  focus  on  the  impacts  that  changing  the  number  of  landings  and 
flights  would  have  on  neighborhoods.  One  comment  points  out  that  increasing  the 
number  of  flights  would  increase  the  deviations  from  established  routes  and  increase  the 
disturbance  to  residents. 

Response:  Comments  noted. 

H-9.  One  comment  indicates  that  the  number  of  residences  within  1 mile  of  flight  routes 
should  be  quantified. 

Response:  The  recently  released  Alternative  Heliport  Site  Analysis  (Michael  Baker  Jr., 
Inc.  and  BridgeNet  International,  2001)  sponsored  by  the  CBJ  has  information  concerning 
the  proximity  of  residential  areas  to  flight  routes.  According  to  the  report,  there  are  2,260 
residences  in  the  6,000-foot  (1.1 -mile)  noise  corridors  along  current  helicopter 
flightseeing  routes  originating  from  the  Juneau  Airport  and  3,777  residences  in  the  6,000- 
foot  noise  corridors  for  tours  out  of  Era’s  heliport.  This  information  has  been 
incorporated  into  the  FEIS,  page  3-1. 

H-10.  An  attachment  to  the  comment  letter  from  a local  environmental  organization 
quotes  the  comments  of  46  individuals  and  families,  taken  from  the  scoping  record.  The 
comments  describe  many  negative  impacts  of  noise,  including  impacts  on  residents, 
recreationists,  and  wildlife. 

Response:  Comments  noted.  These  comments  have  been  considered  throughout  the 
NEPA  process. 

H-ll.  One  comment  asserts  that  the  analysis  of  sleep  interference  in  Chapter  4 is 
incomplete  and  unsupported  by  data. 

Response:  The  DEIS  acknowledges  that  helicopter  noise  may  interfere  with  sleep  for 
some  residents  and  indicates  how  various  alternatives  would  increase  or  decrease  that 
level  of  impacts.  The  observation  that  flightseeing  tours  take  place  during  the  day,  and 
the  associated  assumption  that  most  residents  sleep  at  night,  are  self-evident  and  do  not 
require  supporting  data. 

H-12.  One  comment  states  that  the  DEIS  fails  to  give  adequate  consideration  to  the 
effects  of  noise  on  general  health,  citing  several  studies  and  a set  of  guidelines  from  the 
World  Health  Organization. 

Response:  Many  studies  have  documented  the  potential  adverse  impacts  of  aircraft  noise 
on  general  health.  The  DEIS  cites  several  of  these.  The  DEIS  recognizes  the  adverse 
effects  of  helicopter  noise  on  residents  as  a significant  issue  and  indicates  how  various 
alternatives  would  increase  or  decrease  the  level  of  impacts. 
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H-13.  One  comment  calls  into  question  the  applicability  of  a study  (Meister  and 
Donatelle,  2000)  cited  to  document  the  potential  adverse  effects  of  noise  to  general 
health,  noting  that  the  study  may  have  been  conducted  in  a part  of  Minnesota  that  is  less 
rural  than  the  Fritz  Cove  Road  neighborhood. 

Response:  The  purpose  of  citing  Meister  and  Donatelle  (2000)  was  to  disclose  the  fact 
that  noise  can  have  real  and  measurable  impacts  on  a community’s  general  level  of  health. 
It  is  likely  that  a similar  study  would  produce  similar  results  if  conducted  in  the  CBJ, 
although  the  magnitude  of  effects  may  differ.  The  DEIS  recognizes  that  the  adverse 
effects  of  helicopter  noise  on  residents  is  a significant  issue  and  indicates  how  various 
alternatives  would  increase  or  decrease  the  level  of  impacts. 


I.  EFFECTS  TO  RECREATIONISTS 

1-1.  Several  comments  note  generally  negative  effects  of  noise  on  hikers  and  other 
recreationists  in  the  area.  They  indicate  that  the  noise  impairs  the  quality  of  the  recreation 
experience,  and  that  the  helicopters  are  intrusive  and  disruptive.  One  notes  that  visitors, 
especially  independent  travelers,  notice  the  noise  and  comment  on  how  annoying  it  is. 
Others  indicate  that  they  no  longer  hike  in  the  area,  or  restrict  their  hiking  to  days  when 
they  think  the  noise  will  be  tolerable. 

Response:  Comments  noted.  The  DEIS  discusses  these  negative  effects  on  recreationists 
specifically  in  Chapter  4,  the  Environmental  Consequences  for  Recreationists  section 
(pages  4-9  to  4-12). 

1-2.  One  comment  indicates  that  the  writer  participates  in  unguided  activities  on  the 
icefield,  and  doubts  that  more  flightseeing  activity  would  adversely  affect  that  experience. 
Another  comment  suggests  that  helicopter  flightseeing  has  no  apparent  effects  on 
recreationists. 

Response:  Comments  noted. 

1-3.  Several  comments  indicate  that  better  trail  use  data  are  needed  to  correctly  identify 
the  impacts  of  overflights  on  trail  users.  One  comment  also  suggests  that  more  data  are 
needed  to  quantify  the  effects  of  noise  on  other  recreationists,  such  as  berry  pickers, 
kayakers,  campers  at  the  Mendenhall  Glacier  campground,  and  so  on. 

Response:  The  DEIS  uses  the  best  available  data.  Consistent  with  CEQ  direction  that  an 
EIS  should  be  analytic  rather  than  encyclopedic  (40  CFR  1502.2  (a)),  the  discussion  of 
environmental  consequences  for  recreationists  focuses  on  the  relative  effects  of  different 
levels  of  flight  activity.  It  is  clear  that  increased  levels  of  flightseeing  activity  would 
result  in  increased  disturbance  to  other  recreational  users  of  the  Tongass  National  Forest. 
The  task,  here,  is  to  find  an  approach  that  minimizes  negative  impacts  while  at  the  same 
time  fulfilling  the  responsibility  to  give  fair  and  full  consideration  to  special  use  permit 
applications. 

A precise  count  of  actual  users  of  each  trail  is  not  essential  to  a reasoned  choice  among 
the  alternatives.  The  purpose  of  this  document  is  to  allow  the  decisionmaker  and  the 
public  to  assess  the  relative  merits  of  the  alternatives.  By  acknowledging  the  likelihood 
that  increased  levels  of  permitted  landings  would  result  in  increased  disturbance  of 
recreation  users,  this  EIS  fulfills  its  purpose. 

1-4.  One  comment  indicates  that  the  National  Park  Service  annoyance  curve  is  not 
applicable  to  National  Forest  System  recreation  users  because  the  curve  does  not 
represent  the  local  experience,  where  long  time  residents  expect  quiet,  but  instead  are 
exposed  to  frequent,  annoying  overflights. 
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Response:  The  purpose  of  the  National  Park  Service  annoyance  curve  (Figure  4-2)  is  not 
to  present  an  absolute  scale  against  which  the  effects  of  the  alternatives  should  be 
measured.  Rather,  it  is  included  as  an  illustration  of  the  trend  of  increasing  rates  of 
annoyance  with  increasing  noise  levels,  and  of  the  greater  sensitivity  of  recreationists  to 
noise,  compared  to  residents. 

As  stated  in  Chapter  1 of  the  DEIS,  the  units  of  measure  for  comparing  the  effects  of  the 
alternatives  on  recreation  include  proximity  of  flights  paths  to  particular  recreation  areas 
and  frequency,  hours,  and  days  of  operation.  By  presenting  these  values  and  describing 
the  potential  effects  of  the  alternatives  relative  to  one  another,  the  EIS  fulfills  its  purpose 
of  disclosing  significant  environmental  impacts  and  informing  decisionmakers  and  the 
public  of  reasonable  alternatives  that  would  avoid  or  minimize  adverse  impacts. 

1-5,  Several  comments  suggest  changes  to  the  trail  end  buffer  zones  or  ask  for 
clarification  of  what  the  buffer  zones  are  intended  to  accomplish.  One  comment  notes 
that  the  trail  buffer  exceptions  are  reasonable,  while  another  notes  that  the  exception  for 
the  southerly  section  of  Montana  Creek  Trail  should  be  eliminated. 

Response:  The  status  and  purpose  of  trail  end  buffers  has  been  clarified  in  the  FEIS, 
page  2-7.  They  are  intended  to  provide  a no-landing  zone  near  trail  ends  in  order  to 
reduce  recreationists ’ exposure  to  noise  when  they  have  reached  their  trail-end 
destination.  This  is  implicit  in  the  discussion  of  the  effects  of  the  alternatives  on 
recreationists,  but  was  not  stated  directly  in  the  DEIS.  No  such  buffers  are  currently  in 
place. 

No  additional  or  expanded  buffers  have  been  added  to  the  FEIS  analysis.  In  most  cases, 
the  buffers  described  in  the  DEIS  are  as  large  as  possible  in  the  specific  locations  without 
eliminating  important  early  season  landing  sites  completely. 

1-6.  One  comment  noted  that  the  Introduction  to  the  Environmental  Consequences  for 
Recreationists  section  is  encyclopedic  rather  than  analytic,  and  includes  conflicting 
viewpoints. 

Response:  Comment  noted.  The  intent  of  the  Introduction  to  the  discussion  of 
Environmental  Consequences  for  Recreationists  is  to  identify  the  range  of  concerns. 

Pages  4-10  through  4-19  of  the  DEIS  contains  the  analytic  discussion  of  the  effects  of 
each  alternative.  Also,  please  see  Response  FI-3. 

1-7.  One  comment  indicates  that  the  potential  effects  of  multi-landing  tours  should  be 
identified,  and  that  Forest  Plan  standards  do  not  mention  anything  about  multiple 
landings,  but  only  the  number  of  landings  allowed  per  site  on  a daily  basis. 

Response:  The  Forest  Plan  does  not  discuss  multiple  landings,  but  restricts  the  number  of 
landings  per  site  per  day.  As  noted  throughout  the  EIS,  the  primary  effects  of  the  tours 
are  the  noise  impacts  to  residents,  recreationists,  and  wildlife.  These  effects  vary  by  the 
number  of  flights,  not  the  number  of  landings  per  tour,  and  are  therefore  adequately 
represented  by  the  existing  discussion  of  effects. 

1-8.  One  comment  notes  that  the  analysis  of  environmental  consequences  for 
recreationists  does  not  discuss  the  possibility  of  “zoning”  certain  areas  for  mechanized 
uses,  reserving  other  areas  for  the  enjoyment  of  “natural  quiet.” 

Response:  The  concept  of  zoning  is  incorporated  into  the  EIS  by  means  of  the  range  of 
options  available  under  the  alternatives.  For  example,  a particular  area  may  be  open  to 
landings  under  one  alternative  but  not  under  another.  In  addition,  to  a certain  extent, 
zoning  is  already  a planning  element  on  the  icefield:  snow  machines,  for  instance,  can  be 
permitted  only  within  areas  with  a LUD  of  Semi-Remote  Recreation. 
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EFFECTS  TO  WILDLIFE 

J-l.  Many  comments  are  general  observations,  or  agree  or  disagree  with  statements  made 
in  the  DEIS. 

Response:  These  comments  are  noted. 

J-2.  Several  comments  suggest  helicopter  tours  have  no  impact  on  wildlife. 

Response:  Comments  noted. 

J-3.  Several  comments  indicate  the  Forest  Service  misrepresented  the  mountain  goat 
Standard  and  Guideline  in  the  Forest  Plan.  Other  comments  say  that  flying  or  landing 
within  either  the  1,500-foot  buffer  of  summer  goat  habitat  or  the  1-mile  buffer  of 
wintering  or  kidding  habitat  violates  the  mountain  goat  standard  and  guideline  in  the 
Forest  Plan. 

Response:  Language  relative  to  the  mountain  goat  standards  and  guidelines  in  the  Forest 
Plan  has  been  clarified  in  the  FEIS  Chapter  2,  Mitigating  Measures  and  Conditions  for 
Wildlife  section,  pages  2-26  and  2-28. 

Flights  do  not  have  to  maintain  the  Forest  Plan  buffers  100  percent  of  the  time  to  be 
consistent  with  Forest  Plan  Standards  and  Guidelines.  The  mountain  goat  standards  and 
guidelines  in  the  Forest  Plan  state  these  “buffers”  will  be  met  “where  feasible”  (see 
Appendix  B,  page  B-43  for  complete  standards  and  guidelines).  Meeting  these  guidelines 
may  not  be  feasible  due  to  snow  or  ice  conditions  on  the  glacier,  or  when  low  ceilings 
prevent  flights  beyond  the  periphery  of  the  icefield  or  1,500  feet  above  ground  level.  The 
snow  at  landing  sites  must  be  firm  enough  to  safely  support  landings.  In  the  early  season, 
these  conditions  often  occur  only  near  the  toe  of  the  glaciers,  adjacent  to  goat  kidding 
areas.  For  specific  activities,  such  as  ice  climbing,  only  a few  locations  exist  on  the 
icefield  where  safe  landing  sites  occur  adjacent  to  desirable  climbing  spots.  On  some 
days,  low  ceilings  may  allow  flights  to  be  conducted  safely,  but  ceilings  are  not  high 
enough  to  meet  the  mountain  goat  buffers.  See  also  Response  A-l. 

The  only  location  within  the  project  area  where  landing  sites  occur  outside  the  1-mile 
buffer  on  winter  and  kidding  habitat  is  the  lower  Taku  Glacier.  Concentrating  all 
landings  by  all  companies  at  this  site  is  not  feasible  (see  further  discussion  in  Chapter  2 
under  Alternatives  Eliminated  from  Detailed  Study). 

The  intent  of  this  guideline  is  to  provide  for  the  long-term  productivity  of  mountain  goat 
habitat  and  viability  of  mountain  goat  populations.  Information  gathered  on  goat 
productivity  and  habitat  use  in  the  project  area  indicates  this  intent  is  being  met. 
Additional  new  information  was  gathered  during  2001,  since  the  DEIS  was  written,  that 
further  supports  this.  Some  of  this  new  information  is  included  in  the  FEIS.  A more 
detailed  report  will  be  available  to  interested  parties. 

Behavioral  observations,  habitat  use  information,  and  aerial  surveys  have  been  conducted 
by  the  Forest  Service  on  mountain  goats  near  the  icefield  during  the  past  3 years.  Results 
from  behavioral  observations  indicate  little  disturbance  is  occurring  from  current  levels  of 
helicopter  activity  relative  to  other  published  studies  (see  FEIS  pages  4-26  to  4-28). 
Habitat  continues  to  be  used  by  goats  under  and  adjacent  to  flight  routes  and  landing  sites, 
some  for  as  long  as  18  years.  This  includes  kidding  habitat.  Results  from  these  aerial 
surveys,  when  compared  to  similar  surveys  conducted  by  the  Alaska  Department  of  Fish 
and  Game  during  the  1970s  and  1980s,  indicate  goat  populations  are  stable  or  increasing 
in  areas  where  helicopter  flights  are  occurring.  No  significant  difference  in  productivity 
(%  kids)  was  found  between  areas  on  the  icefield  with  helicopter  tours  and  adjacent  non- 
tour areas  on  both  the  icefield  and  the  Chilkat  Range  in  2001  (Table  4-2,  page  4-27). 
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Under  all  alternatives,  special  use  permits  would  include  recommendations  for  1,500-foot 
minimum  overflight  distance  from  mountain  goats,  but  in  some  cases  maintaining  the 
1,500-foot  buffer  may  not  be  feasible  for  flight  safety  reasons. 

J-4.  Several  comments  suggest  that  further  studies  should  be  conducted  on  potential 
impacts  to  wildlife  (goats,  bears,  wolves),  or  that  not  enough  detail  or  analysis  was 
provided  in  the  DEIS. 

Response:  The  best  information  available  was  used  to  evaluate  alternatives  in  the  EIS. 
The  scale  of  this  project,  in  conjunction  with  current  monitoring  efforts,  is  appropriate  to 
evaluate  current  proposals  for  helicopter  activities,  including  all  alternatives  in  this  EIS. 

Some  additional  monitoring  data  and  other  detail  has  been  added  to  the  FEIS.  A 3-year 
regional  study  was  initiated  in  2001,  in  conjunction  with  the  Chugach  National  Forest, 
which  is  focused  on  investigating  the  impacts  of  helicopter  overflights  on  mountain  goats. 
Biologists  with  the  Forest  Service,  ADF&G,  University  of  Alaska-Fairbanks,  and  Utah 
State  University  peer-reviewed  the  study  plan.  The  study  plan  was  implemented  after  the 
DEIS  was  written.  Progress  reports  from  this  new  study  will  be  shared  with  interested 
parties.  Preliminary  findings  do  not  indicate  that  conclusions  in  the  DEIS  would  change. 
Relevant  new  information  will  be  incorporated  into  permits  when  it  becomes  available 
and  when  warranted. 

Please  see  also  Response  J-2. 

J-5.  Several  comments  state  that  sufficient  data  have  not  been  provided  to  substantiate 
the  claim  of  goat  habituation  to  helicopter  overflights  on  the  Icefield. 

Response:  The  term  “habituation”  is  used  to  mean  the  increased  tolerance  of  goats  to 
helicopter  overflights  without  exhibiting  negative  impacts  to  individuals  or  their 
population.  Habituation  is  difficult  to  demonstrate  experimentally,  but  evidence  from 
several  sources  suggests  that  it  has  occurred  to  goats  on  the  icefield.  Icefield  goats  do  not 
react  as  negatively  to  overflights  as  goats  have  in  other  areas  (see  Table  4-2  in  the  FEIS). 
Habitat  beneath  and  adjacent  to  flight  paths  continues  to  be  occupied.  Goat  populations 
appear  to  be  stable  or  increasing.  Productivity  (%  kids)  does  not  differ  between  the 
icefield  areas  adjacent  to  helicopter  activity  and  those  with  no  helicopter  tour  activity. 

J-6.  Several  comments  suggest  the  mountain  goat  habitat  capability  model  used  in  the 
DEIS  needs  to  be  updated,  lacks  sufficient  data  to  support  it,  or  was  not  applied  properly. 
Other  comments  question  the  model  results  depicted  on  figures  (maps)  as  “Mountain  Goat 
Habitat  Buffer.” 

Response:  The  Forest  Service  is  required  by  the  Forest  Plan  to  use  the  most  recent 
version  of  the  interagency  mountain  goat  habitat  capability  model.  Portrayal  on  the  maps 
in  the  DEIS  is  different  from  those  in  the  1995  EIS.  The  1995  maps  showed  only  habitat, 
while  the  DEIS  maps  add  the  1,500-foot  buffer  to  these  polygons.  This  is  why  much  of 
downtown  Juneau  is  portrayed  within  these  polygons.  The  output  from  the  model 
correlates  well  with  goat  observations  made  by  ADF&G,  the  Forest  Service,  and 
helicopter  companies.  Actual  observations  on  the  downtown  side  of  Mt.  Juneau  and 
Gastineau  Peak,  as  well  as  observations  within  1,500  feet  of  Twin  Lakes,  confirm  this 
habitat  is  still  being  used. 

Models  are  used  as  tools  to  help  analyze  problems,  but  are  not  the  only  tool  used.  In 
areas  where  this  model  indicates  problems  might  occur  because  of  the  proximity  between 
flight  paths  or  landing  sites  and  goat  habitat  use,  the  model  results  are  followed  up  with 
either  aerial  survey  or  on-the-ground  observations.  These  actual  observations  are  too 
numerous  to  portray  on  a map  of  the  scale  in  the  EIS,  but  are  available  on  file  at  the 
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Juneau  Ranger  District  office.  The  model  does  portray  some  habitat  that  is  probably 
rarely  used,  but  these  areas  tend  to  be  further  back  on  the  icefield,  and  thus  are  not 
relevant  for  landing  sites  or  flight  routes.  The  current  model  will  be  updated  in 
collaboration  with  other  agencies,  if  and  when  appropriate  data  are  available.  Language 
in  the  FEIS  has  been  changed  to  clarify  how  the  model  was  used. 

J-7.  A couple  of  comments  recommend  consulting  literature  not  cited  in  the  DEIS. 

Response:  These  sources  have  been  reviewed  and  relevant  information  has  been 
incorporated  into  the  FEIS. 

J-8.  Several  comments  suggest  there  is  no  need  to  increase  wildlife  buffers  in  new  areas. 

Response:  Comments  noted.  A range  of  alternatives  was  analyzed  in  the  EIS,  and  an 
appropriate  range  of  wildlife  buffers  was  used,  based  on  the  scientific  literature. 

J-9.  One  comment  indicates  wildlife  buffers  for  sea  lions  on  Benjamin  Island  would  not 
be  met. 

Response:  Proposed  flight  paths  do  meet  the  buffer  required  at  the  sea  lion  haul  out  on 
Benjamin  Island.  This  may  be  difficult  to  determine  at  the  scale  of  the  map. 

J-10.  One  comment  mentions  that  swans  visit  Moose  Lake  and  need  to  be  protected  from 
helicopter  activity  in  the  area. 

Response:  Swans  often  use  the  Dredge  Lakes  area,  including  Moose  Lake,  as  a stopover 
during  spring  and  fall  migration,  but  not  during  nesting  or  brood  rearing.  Helicopters  can 
be  seen  and  heard  from  there,  but  are  unlikely  to  cause  disturbance  because  they  are  too 
distant,  even  when  the  weather  is  poor. 

J-ll.  Several  comments  took  exception  to  the  statement  that  habitat  for  red  squirrel, 
marten,  river  otter,  Sitka  black-tailed  deer,  Vancouver  Canada  goose,  red-breasted 
sapsucker,  hairy  woodpecker,  brown  creeper,  and  northern  goshawk  generally  does  not 
occur  near  flight  routes  or  landing  sites. 

Response:  This  statement  has  been  changed  in  the  FEIS,  pages  3-10  and  4-23.  Flight 
routes  are  located  above  habitat  of  these  species  but  are  generally  high  enough  above  the 
ground  that  disturbance  is  unlikely.  Habitat  for  these  species  does  not  occur  near  landing 
sites.  Overflights  may  occasionally  affect  individuals  or  habitat,  but  are  not  likely  to 
affect  the  viability  of  populations  or  species. 

J-12.  One  comment  requested  information  about  the  results  of  recent  studies  on  the 
impacts  of  helicopter  flights  on  goat  populations. 

Response:  The  study  results  are  discussed  in  the  FEIS,  Observations  Near  the  Juneau 
Icefield,  pages  4-26  to  4-28. 

J-13.  Several  comments  indicate  that  the  mitigation  measures  for  mountain  goats  are  not 
very  clear. 

Response:  The  mitigation  section  for  wildlife  has  been  rewritten  in  the  FEIS  (see  page 
2-26  and  2-28,  and  also  Response  J-2). 

J-14.  One  comment  asks  about  other  regulations  addressing  the  impacts  of  overflights  on 
wildlife. 

Response:  State  and  Federal  regulations  prohibit  “harassing”  wildlife  with  aircraft  (see 
references  to  Section  5 of  the  Alaska  Administrative  Code  and  the  Airborne  Hunting  Act, 
pages  1-23  and  1-25  of  the  DEIS). 
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J-15.  One  comment  requested  we  reconsider  landings  at  Antler  Glacier  Lake,  indicating 
animals  there  would  become  habituated  to  the  flights. 

Response:  These  landings  were  considered  as  part  of  the  EIS  process.  Also  see 
Response  J-4,  regarding  habituation. 

J-16.  Some  comments  suggested  not  all  mountain  goat  kidding  habitat  was  identified  in 
the  DEIS. 

Response:  The  DEIS  states  “kidding  habitat  occurs  throughout  the  project. ...” 

(page  3-10).  The  figures  in  the  DEIS  depict  only  the  kidding  habitat  that  had  been 
surveyed  and  documented  up  to  the  time  the  DEIS  was  published.  Kidding  likely  occurs 
in  other  areas  that  had  not  yet  been  surveyed  and  documented.  Information  collected 
during  2001  has  documented  kidding  in  many  areas  not  portrayed  on  figures  in  the  DEIS. 
The  FEIS  has  been  updated  with  the  most  current  data  available  through  the  2001  surveys 
and  monitoring  efforts  (FEIS  page  4-28). 

J-17.  Some  comments  indicate  we  are  confusing  monitoring  of  wildlife  disturbance  with 
mitigation  to  minimize  disturbance. 

Response:  This  has  been  clarified  in  the  FEIS,  page  2-28.  The  intent  is  to  use 
monitoring  to  determine  if  additional  mitigation  is  necessary. 

J-18.  One  comment  questioned  applying  recommendations  from  the  Cote  (1996)  study 
on  mountain  goats  in  Alberta  to  the  Juneau  Icefield,  and  suggested  current  buffers  were 
adequate. 

Response:  Differences  between  conditions  in  the  Cote  (1996)  study  and  helicopter  tours 
on  the  Juneau  Icefield  were  considered  during  the  process  of  designing  buffers  for 
mountain  goats  in  this  area.  Cote  used  box  traps,  not  helicopters,  to  capture  goats  for 
marking  purposes  during  his  study.  Please  note  the  Foster  and  Rahs  (1983)  study  made 
similar  recommendations,  and  these  are  the  only  two  published  studies  of  the  effects  of 
helicopter  overflights  on  mountain  goats.  A range  of  buffer  distances  was  considered  in 
the  EIS. 

J-19.  One  comment  asks  for  nesting  and  brood  rearing  dates  for  swans  and  sandhill 
cranes. 

Response:  These  dates  for  swans  are  on  page  3-13  of  the  DEIS.  Sandhill  cranes  migrate 
through  this  area,  but  do  not  nest. 

J-20.  One  comment  requests  clarification  on  trumpeter  swan  Standards  and  Guidelines. 

Response:  The  Standards  and  Guidelines  for  trumpeter  swans  in  the  Forest  Plan  (also 
found  in  Appendix  B of  the  FEIS)  refer  to  developments  near  nesting  and  brood  rearing 
habitat.  Helicopter  overflights  are  not  considered  developments.  Flight  routes  near  swan 
habitat  would  occur  at  sufficient  altitude  to  avoid  disturbance. 

J-21.  One  comment  questions  the  way  data  are  being  collected  on  mountain  goat  kidding 
habitat  use  near  helicopter  landing  sites. 

Response:  It  is  difficult  to  assess  the  influence  of  disturbances,  such  as  helicopter 
landings,  on  wildlife  populations.  Habitat  use  and  population  size  are  dynamic  and 
influenced  by  many  factors,  including  weather,  predation,  disease,  hunting,  food,  and 
interspecific  interactions.  These  factors  are  also  dynamic,  and  interact  with  each  other. 
Knowing  how  goats  use  these  areas  in  the  absence  of  helicopters  would  be  very  valuable 
and  one  of  the  best  ways  to  assess  negative  impacts.  Impacts  can  also  be  assessed  by 
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comparing  goat  use  of  areas  near  landing  sites  with  similar  areas  away  from  landing  sites. 
Populations  can  also  be  compared  between  areas  with  and  without  helicopter  tours 
(FEIS  pages  4-27  and  4-28).  When  this  is  coupled  with  continued  use  of  habitat  near 
landing  sites,  and  little  disturbance  behavior  is  observed  (FEIS  page  4-27),  a good  case 
can  be  made  that  few  impacts  are  occurring.  Language  in  the  FEIS  has  been  clarified. 

See  also  Responses  J-2  and  J-3. 

One  of  the  most  heavily  used  landing  locations,  the  lower  Mendenhall  Glacier,  is  also 
adjacent  to  mountain  goat  kidding  habitat.  Information  indicates  the  number  of  goats  in 
this  area  has  increased  since  landing  tours  began  in  1984. 

J-22.  One  comment  suggested  observations  of  goats  were  used  to  conclude  bears  and 
wolves  would  react  similarly,  showing  negligible  impacts. 

Response:  Conclusions  about  bears  and  wolves  were  not  based  on  observations  of  goats. 
No  statement  could  be  found  in  the  DEIS  to  support  this  comment. 

J-23.  One  comment  noted  the  EIS  neglected  to  consider  heli-skiing  as  a cumulative 
impact  to  mountain  goats. 

Response:  Comment  noted.  This  has  been  added  to  the  FEIS,  Cumulative  Effects 
section,  page  4-33. 

J-24.  One  comment  requests  that  “predictability”  be  added  to  the  list  of  units  of  measure 
for  comparison  of  the  effects  of  the  alternatives  on  wildlife. 

Response:  Predictability  of  disturbance  can  aid  in  desensitization  of  animals,  increasing 
the  likelihood  of  habituation,  thus  decreasing  stress  (National  Park  Service,  1994). 
Frequent,  predictable  overflights,  such  as  those  near  airports,  are  more  likely  to  promote 
tolerance  than  occasional  ones.  Though  important,  this  would  be  difficult  to  assess 
among  the  alternatives.  The  units  of  measure  identified  in  the  DEIS  (proximity, 
frequency,  and  hours  of  operation)  do  allow  us  to  identify  and  assess  the  environmental 
impacts  of  the  Proposed  Action  and  alternatives. 

J-25.  One  comment  states  “The  Fox  study  referenced  recommends  avoiding  kidding 
habitat  in  May,  June,  and  July,  not  just  through  June  15,  as  stated  in  the  DEIS.” 

Response:  Fox  is  not  referenced  in  this  context  in  the  DEIS. 


K.  SAFETY 

K-l.  Several  comments  express  concerns  for  safety,  suggesting  that  the  EIS  should 
include  more  analysis  of  safety  concerns.  They  suggest,  for  example,  that  the  flights  are  a 
danger  to  hikers  and  passengers,  that  increasing  the  allowed  number  of  landings  would 
increase  the  number  of  flights  and  the  flight  hazards,  and  that  reducing  the  number  of 
landings  and  flights  would  reduce  flight  hazards. 

Response:  Information  about  flight  safety  has  been  added  to  the  FEIS,  page  3-29  and 
page  4-32. 

K-2.  Several  comments  suggest  that  the  helicopter  tour  companies  have  an  excellent 
safety  record  and  that  the  pilots  apply  safe  flying  practices.  Some  suggest  that  specific 
elements  of  the  alternatives  could  reduce  the  current  safe  record.  Specifically,  one 
comment  notes  that  trail  end  buffers  will  create  a safety  hazard,  and  that  the  one-mile 
buffer  around  goat  habitat  will  be  a safety  hazard  as  pilots  seek  alternative  routes. 
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Response:  All  flight  decisions  rest  with  the  pilots.  Aircraft  and  passenger  safety  is  their 
priority,  as  stated  on  DEIS  pages  1-21,  1-25,  2-27,  2-28.  A discussion  of  safety  has  been 
added  to  the  FEIS  (page  3-29  and  page  4-32). 

K-3.  Several  comments  suggest  that,  in  the  interests  of  safety,  the  Forest  Service  not 
allow  the  helicopters  to  land  in  bad  weather  or  when  they  cannot  fly  above  2,000  feet. 

Response:  This  is  not  the  province  of  the  Forest  Service,  which  does  not  have  the 
expertise  to  decide  when  the  weather  is  safe  enough  to  fly.  Adequate  regulations  already 
exist  to  prevent  commercial  flightseeing  tours  from  operating  in  unsafe  weather 
conditions.  Additionally,  because  of  the  microclimates  in  the  Juneau  area,  bad  weather  in 
one  location  does  not  necessarily  indicate  that  the  weather  is  bad,  or  unsafe,  in  other 
locations.  Finally,  the  helicopter  tour  companies’  current  safety  record  does  not  suggest 
that  the  companies  are  taking  unacceptable  risks  with  respect  to  weather  conditions  and 
the  safety  of  their  aircraft  and  passengers. 

K-4.  Several  comments  suggest  that  the  pre-selling  of  helicopter  tours  may  pressure 
passengers  into  flying  in  unsafe  conditions.  They  suggest  that  passengers  should  be 
allowed  to  cancel  for  bad  weather. 

Response:  As  noted  in  responses  K-l,  K-2,  and  K-3,  there  are  no  indications  that  the 
helicopter  tour  companies  are  currently  putting  their  passengers  at  risk  by  flying  in  unsafe 
conditions.  The  manner  in  which  tour  companies  handle  sales  and  cancellations  with 
clients  is  a private  business  decision. 


L.  NOISE  METRICS  AND  TECHNOLOGY 

L-l.  One  comment  notes  that  the  noise  budget  discussion  (DEIS  page  1-32)  fails  to 
include  opposition  viewpoints,  and  that  noise  budgets  fail  to  address  the  frequency  and 
duration  of  noise.  Other  comments  recommend  a more  thorough  discussion  of  the  noise 
budget  concept,  including  the  incentives  for  quiet  technology.  One  comment 
recommends  that  the  noise  budget  should  use  reduced  noise  levels  as  the  baseline. 

Response:  Noise  budgets  are  one  tool  available  to  managers,  but  they  do  not  solve  all 
problems  related  to  noise.  The  Forest  Service  is  not  incorporating  a noise  budget  to 
address  the  noise  issue  at  this  time  (see  FEIS,  page  1-35).  The  Forest  Service  supports 
the  CBJ  and  industry  strategy  of  addressing  the  noise  issue  through  alternative  heliports, 
optimal  flight  routes,  quiet  technology,  and  incentives  for  reducing  noise  levels  over 
residential  areas. 

L-2.  One  comment  suggested  that  consideration  be  given  to  quiet  technology. 

Response:  Comment  noted.  The  EIS  has  considered  that  quiet  technology,  alone,  will 
not  adequately  address  the  noise  issue,  and  that  many  individuals  are  annoyed  by  the 
frequency  and  duration  presence  of  helicopter  overflights  more  than  the  decibel  level. 
Also  please  see  Response  L-l. 

L-3.  Some  comments  noted  that  noise  is  subjective,  and  that  the  loudness  scales  on 
Table  3-6  do  not  take  account  of  differences  in  frequency. 

Response:  Comments  noted.  The  DEIS  cites  standard  noise  measures  and  terminology 
in  discussing  the  topic  of  noise,  specifically  in  Chapter  3,  the  Acoustical  Environment 
section  on  pages  3-14  through  3-25. 

L-4.  Several  comments  take  issue  with  the  use  of  the  1999  Acentech  study  data  to 
describe  background  noise  levels  in  Juneau,  citing  flaws  in  that  study’s  assessment  of 
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ambient  background  noise,  and  discrepancies  between  the  Acentech  study  and  the  2000 
Noise  Assessment. 

Response:  When  measurements  are  made  of  ambient  background  noise,  all  sources  of 
noise  are  included  and  listed.  It  is  generally  not  feasible  to  exclude  only  noise  produced 
by  certain  activities.  The  2000  Noise  Assessment  (Michael  Baker  et  al.,  2001)  was 
commissioned  to  supplement  the  1999  Noise  Assessment  (Acentech,  1999),  not  to 
duplicate  it.  Any  deficiencies  in  the  1 999  Noise  Assessment  were  presumably  taken  care 
of  in  the  2000  Noise  Assessment;  however,  the  comment  that  the  1999  Noise  Assessment 
incorrectly  reported  background  noise  from  Site  25  at  45  to  57  decibels  is  not  correct. 
Data  from  the  2000  Noise  Assessment  actually  support  these  levels  at  the  edge  of  Douglas 
on  the  Gastineau  Channel.  This  study  reports  L90  levels  of  42  dBA  at  location  T01  and 
48  dBA  at  location  T09  in  Douglas  near  Site  25  (see  Table  4-1  in  2000  Noise 
Assessment).  Leq  levels  corresponding  to  the  57  dBA  above  were  at  a similar  level. 

These  minor  differences  cannot  be  classified  as  “significant  discrepancies.” 

L-5.  A few  comments  state  that  the  DEIS  uses  an  inappropriate  standard  (65  dBA)  for  its 
assessment  of  annoyance  to  residents;  one  also  disputes  the  value  of  the  L ^ scale  for 
assessing  noise  impacts. 

Response:  Absolute  noise  levels  (and  the  scales  by  which  these  are  measured)  are  only  one  of 
many  ways  to  assess  the  impacts  of  noise  on  a community.  As  the  DEIS  states  on  page  4-2,  “it 
is  the  duration  of  noise  and  the  number  of  events,  rather  than  the  absolute  noise  level,  that  is 
most  at  issue.”  The  DEIS  acknowledges  in  several  places  that  the  level  of  65  dBA  normally 
used  to  define  acceptability  of  aircraft  noise  does  not  correlate  well  with  actual  annoyance 
levels  due  to  aircraft  noise  in  the  Juneau  area.  A variety  of  measures  and  methodologies  were 
used  to  assess  potential  impacts.  The  most  significant  of  these  was  the  current  level  of 
annoyance  expressed  by  Juneau  residents  in  response  to  helicopter  noise. 

Use  of  Ldn  to  describe  noise  environments  is  widespread  and  appropriate  in  many  cases. 
Although  the  Ldn  was  used  in  the  1999  Noise  Assessment  (Acentech,  1999),  it  was  not  the 
only  measure  relied  upon  in  the  decision-making  process.  Other  measures  to  describe  the 
noise  environment  included  the  L90,  Leq(i-hr),  and  SEL  (see  Table  3-5).  The  2000  Noise 
Assessment  (Michael  Baker  et  al.,  2001)  also  used  these  metrics  in  addition  to  the  “time 
above”  certain  values.  The  DEIS  contains  no  statements  suggesting  that  Juneau  is  an 
airport  or  that  the  surrounding  area  should  be  assessed  in  the  same  manner  as  urban  areas 
around  other  airports. 

L-6.  One  comment  urges  the  Forest  Service  to  thoroughly  examine  all  values  for 
background  noise  levels  in  Juneau,  to  make  sure  they  are  not  set  erroneously  high. 

Response:  Background  noise  is  typically  taken  as  the  L90  measure,  which  is  the  noise 
level  that  is  exceeded  during  90  percent  of  any  measurement  period.  Today’s  integrating 
noise  level  meters  automatically  determine  this  level.  The  level  is  approximately  the 
same  as  the  lowest  traces  on  the  charts  and  includes  none  of  the  peaks.  A thorough 
review  of  the  data  provides  no  indication  that  the  background  or  L90  levels  were  measured 
and  reported  incorrectly. 

L-7.  One  comment  suggests  that  certain  noises  should  be  excluded  from  background 
noise  level  measurements. 

Response:  Although  aircraft  noise  can  be  heard  much  further  away  than  noise  from  birds 
or  dogs  barking,  to  suggest  that  lower  level  noises  from  sources  near  the  microphone, 
such  as  “gardening  activities,”  should  be  excluded  from  the  data  is  not  feasible.  Every 
attempt  is  made  to  minimize  the  influence  of  such  noises  when  selecting  microphone 
locations.  However,  because  the  monitors  recorded  data  continuously,  all  such  sounds  are 
a part  of  the  record.  These  transient  events  are  excluded  statistically  through  use  of  the 
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L90  level  to  describe  the  background  level.  The  activities  described  would  contribute  to 
the  Leq  levels  reported  but  would  have  no  effect  on  the  reported  L90  levels. 

L-8.  One  comment  argues  that  the  dBA  scale  is  not  the  best  way  to  measure  helicopter 
noise,  and  that  the  use  of  that  scale  may  underestimate  annoyance  to  people  exposed  to 
such  noise. 

Response:  The  A-weighted  scale  (dBA)  does  not,  alone,  accurately  describe  helicopter 
noise,  particularly  when  blade  slap  noise  is  present.  There  is  no  question  that  this  noise 
penetrates  typical  residential  walls  more  so  than  higher  frequency  noise  (see  the  2000 
Noise  Assessment,  Section  4.10  [Michael  Baker  et  al.,  2001])  and  it  is  more  annoying. 

As  noted  in  Response  L-5,  above,  absolute  noise  levels  (and  the  scales  by  which  these  are 
measured)  are  only  one  of  many  ways  in  which  the  EIS  assesses  the  impacts  of  noise  to 
the  community. 

L-9.  Some  comments  observe  that  noise  measurements  cited  in  the  DEIS  are  not 
representative  of  the  range  of  conditions  in  the  Fritz  Cove  neighborhood. 

Response:  Noise  study  data  are  not  intended  to  predict  impacts  to  specific 
neighborhoods;  rather,  they  are  meant  to  provide  an  overall  summary  of  the  acoustic 
conditions  in  the  CBJ. 

L-10.  One  comment  states  that  “time  above”  standards  should  be  adjusted  to  reflect  the 
higher  sensitivity  of  some  people  to  noise. 

Response:  Annoyance  curves  (e.g.,  Figure  4-1  in  the  DEIS)  do  provide  a graphic 
illustration  of  this  fact:  some  people  report  high  levels  of  annoyance  at  noise  levels  as 
low  as  40  dB;  on  the  other  hand,  even  at  90  dB,  not  all  respondents  are  highly  annoyed. 
Metrics,  such  as  Time  Above,  are  designed  to  reflect  the  impact  of  noise  upon  the 
majority  of  a given  population,  rather  than  the  most  or  least  sensitive  members  of  that 
population.  See  also  Response  L-3. 

L-ll.  One  comment  states  that  Table  3-6  (Sound  Levels  of  Selected  Noises  in  Indoor 
and  Outdoor  Environments)  inaccurately  characterizes  the  sound  level  and  subjective 
quality  of  various  noises. 

Response:  Table  3-6  is  used  only  as  a general  guide  with  the  understanding  that  people 
of  different  sensitivities  may  assign  different  values  to  the  subjective  levels  of  quiet  or 
loudness.  See  also  Response  L-3. 

L-12.  Several  comments  recommend  a recalculation  of  values  for  dB  changes  in  Table  4- 
1,  using  153  days  as  the  baseline  number  of  landing  days  in  the  1999  season,  rather 
than  124. 

Response:  Table  4-1  has  been  revised  in  the  FEIS  to  facilitate  comparisons  between 
1999  use  levels  and  those  anticipated  under  each  alternative.  By  making  the  suggested 
change,  the  maximum  dB  change  (under  Alternative  B)  increases  from  1.7  dB  to  2.6  dB. 

L-13.  One  comment  asserts  that  discussions  of  the  alternatives  in  Chapter  4 inaccurately 
characterize  the  detectability  of  the  differences  in  noise  levels  among  the  alternatives. 

Response:  As  stated  in  the  DEIS  and  the  FEIS,  characterizations  of  the  differences  in 
noise  levels  under  the  various  alternatives  are  based  on  the  Leq  values  in  Table  4-1 . Based 
on  the  revised  Table  4-1  in  the  FEIS  (see  Response  L-12),  these  values  range  from  0.6  dB 
to  2.6  dB  above  the  Leq  values  for  the  actual  number  of  landings  that  occurred  in  1999. 

As  noted  in  the  footnotes  of  Table  3-5  of  the  DEIS,  most  people  can  detect  changes  of  2 
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to  3 dB,  and  a 5 dB  change  is  “readily  noticeable”  (Michael  Baker  et  ah,  2001 ).  With 
regard  to  the  use  of  overflight  numbers  as  a measure  of  effects,  please  see  Response  G-10. 

M.  MISCELLANEOUS  COMMENTS 

M-l.  A number  of  comments  focused  on  helicopter  pilots  and  their  responsibilities  and 
behavior.  Comments  indicate  that  pilots  are  responsible  for  complying  with  noise 
reduction  measures,  that  they  do  not  always  observe  minimum  altitude  requirements,  and 
that  they  do  not  always  stick  to  preferred  routes,  even  in  good  weather. 

Response:  Comments  noted.  Refer  to  FEIS  Appendix  D,  which  describes  criteria  that 
may  be  included  in  the  Prospectus  and  Bid  process.  Criterion  3 refers  to  a means  of 
tracking  flight  elevations  and  other  flight  features,  which  would  be  useful  in  determining 
when  flights  deviate  from  planned  routes  and  recommended  or  required  clearances. 

M-2.  Some  comments  indicate  that  the  tour  companies  may  not  have  disclosed  all  of  the 
impacts  of  helicopter  tours  when  soliciting  comments  on  the  EIS  from  their  passengers. 

Response:  Comments  noted. 

M-3.  One  comment  suggests  that  the  number  of  flights  from  the  Era  facility  should  be 
minimized. 

Response:  Landing  allocations  to  helicopter  landing  tour  companies  will  be  made 
through  the  Prospectus  and  Bid  process.  There  is  no  guarantee  that  any  company, 
including  Era,  will  receive  more  or  less  landings  from  this  process.  See  also 
Response  G-l . 

M-4.  The  U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior  indicates  that  they  have  no  comments  on  the 
DEIS. 

Response:  Noted. 

M-5.  One  comment  notes  that  the  CBJ  has  shown  a preference  to  mitigate,  reduce,  or 
prohibit  sounds  within  the  community. 

Response:  Comment  noted. 

M-6.  One  comment  states  that  the  presence  of  helicopter  noise  is  contrary  to  the  FSM 
objective  of  providing  “non-urbanized  outdoor  recreation  opportunities”  because 
helicopters  are  urban. 

Response:  The  Alaska  National  Interest  Lands  Conservation  Act  (ANILCA)  addresses 
access  by  traditional  methods,  stating  that  helicopters  are  a part  of  the  traditional  methods 
of  access  in  many  remote  places  in  Alaska. 

M-7.  One  comment  encourages  the  Forest  Service  to  investigate  alternative  means  of 
access  to  the  Juneau  Icefield. 

Response:  The  Forest  Service  encourages  all  people  to  take  the  opportunity  to  visit  the 
Juneau  Icefield,  by  whatever  means  they  can.  The  majority  of  Juneau  Icefield  helicopter 
landing  tour  participants  are  from  other  parts  of  the  United  States  and  other  nations.  The 
vast  majority  of  these  people  cannot  access  the  icefield  by  any  means  other  than 
helicopter  flightseeing  tours.  That  is  why  tour  operators  are  requesting  the  Special  Use 
Permits  for  helicopter  landing  tours,  which  is  the  subject  of  analysis  in  this  EIS. 

Alternative  means  of  access  to  the  icefield  are  discussed  in  the  DEIS  section  Recreation 
Areas  and  Recreation  Use  in  Chapter  3 (pages  3-2  through  3-5). 
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M-8.  One  comment  incorporates  by  reference  the  writer’s  previous  comments  on  the 
1 999  Acentech  study. 

Response:  Comment  noted. 

M-9.  One  comment  states  Coastal  Helicopters,  Inc.  typically  sends  out  helicopters  in 
groups  of  two  or  three,  rather  than  singly  as  stated  in  the  DEIS. 

Response:  Comment  noted.  According  to  personnel  at  Coastal,  their  typical  tour  consists 
of  a single  helicopter,  although  some  groups  may  charter  more  than  one  helicopter  to 
accommodate  a larger  group  size.  During  particularly  busy  times,  as  many  as  six 
helicopters  may  take  off  during  a period  of  15  minutes,  all  headed  for  different 
destinations  on  the  icefield. 


N.  EDITORIAL  COMMENTS 

N-l.  One  comment  notes  that  the  DEIS,  page  2-33,  indicates  that  Alternative  E has 
“superior  performance,”  when  in  fact  the  distinction  between  Alternative  B and 
Alternative  E is  10.9  flights  per  hour  vs.  10.8  flights  per  hour.  The  comment  asks  what 
human  being  is  going  to  be  able  to  distinguish  this  difference? 

Response:  The  FEIS  has  been  edited  to  clarify  the  basis  for  the  distinction  in  flight 
frequency  between  these  two  alternatives.  The  noise  level  and  average  number  of  flights 
would  be  virtually  the  same  under  both  alternatives.  The  difference  is  more  indicative  of 
the  tradeoff  between  spreading  flights  and  landings  over  more  days  of  the  week  and  more 
hours  of  the  day,  rather  than  focusing  flights  and  landings  in  fewer  days  a week. 

N-2.  One  comment  indicates  that  the  Mitigation  Recommendations  section  does  not 
mention  the  Citizen’s  Initiative  to  limit  helicopter  flights,  and  that  it  should  do  so. 
Although  it  did  not  pass,  the  initiative  garnered  more  than  the  required  2, 1 65  signatures 
and  received  3,156  votes.  The  comment  also  notes  that  the  community  effort  to  draft, 
circulate,  and  promote  a ballot  initiative  is  substantial  and  represents  widespread 
community  concern  regarding  this  issue,  even  if  the  community  did  not  agree  with  the 
proposed  solution.  Another  comment  suggests  adding  more  information  about  the 
“facilitated  process”  mentioned  under  Mitigation  Recommendations. 

Response:  A discussion  of  the  Citizen’s  Initiative  is  appropriate  to  the  discussion  of 
mitigation  recommendations,  and  it  has  been  added  to  the  FEIS,  page  1-31.  Also  noted  is 
that  public  response  to  the  issues  raised  in  this  EIS  has  been  vigorous,  with  numerous 
concerns  raised  by  those  in  favor  of  reducing  landings,  as  well  as  those  in  favor  of  an 
increase. 

N-3.  One  comment  says  that  the  noise  level  in  Juneau  is  loud,  not  moderately  loud  as 
stated  in  the  DEIS. 

Response:  Comment  noted. 

N-4.  One  comment  suggests  changes  to  the  list  of  affected  recreation  activities  to  delete 
noisy  activities  that  should  not  be  included  on  the  list  of  affected  activities  and  to  add 
horseback  riding.  The  comment  also  suggests  adding  several  trails  to  the  list  of  affected 
trails. 
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Response:  Horseback  riding  and  the  suggested  trails  have  been  added  to  the  lists  in  the 
FEIS,  pages  4-13  and  4-14.  Activities,  such  as  snowmobiling,  have  not  been  deleted  from 
the  list;  more  of  those  activities  will  be  available  if  Alternative  D.  E.  F,  or  G is  selected. 

N-5.  One  comment  suggested  that  more  neighborhoods  be  added  to  the  list  of  affected 
neighborhoods,  including  Douglas,  North  Douglas,  and  downtown  Juneau. 

Response:  Douglas,  North  Douglas,  and  downtown  Juneau  have  been  added  to  the  list  of 
affected  residential  areas  (see  FEIS  page  1-18). 

N-6.  Some  comments  observe  that  Table  4-1  does  not  present  a real  comparison  of  the 
noise  levels  expected  under  the  alternatives  as  opposed  to  1999  actuaEpermitted  levels, 
because  it  uses  a different  season  length  for  1999  than  for  the  alternatives. 

Response:  Comments  noted.  See  Response  L-12. 

N-7.  One  comment  suggests  that  the  Forest  Service  should  point  out  that  guides  are 
generally  required  for  safe  access  to  the  icefield. 

Response:  Comment  noted.  This  information  has  been  added  to  the  FEIS.  page  1-21. 

N-8.  One  comment  suggests  that  the  Letter  of  Agreement  (LOA)  between  helicopter 
operators  and  the  FAA  may  have  been  revised  more  recently  than  1999. 

Response:  The  LOA  is  updated  annually  or  as  needed.  This  has  been  clarified  in  the 
FEIS,  page  1-25. 

N-9.  Several  comments  cite  language  from  the  existing  special  use  permits  regarding 
route  changes  to  avoid  wildlife,  and  suggest  adding  that  language  to  the  FEIS. 

Response:  The  language  cited  in  these  comments  addresses  specific  requirements  for 
pilots  under  certain  circumstances.  This  sort  of  detail  will  be  worked  out  during  the 
process  of  drafting  the  special  use  permits,  and  is  best  left  in  the  permits  rather  than 
this  EIS. 

N-10.  Several  comments  call  for  minor  edits  to  the  DEIS. 

Response:  Comments  noted.  Appropriate  changes  have  been  made  to  the  FEIS. 

O.  OUTSIDE  THE  SCOPE  OF  THE  EIS 

0-1.  Several  comments  are  outside  the  scope  of  this  EIS.  They  include  many  comments 
related  to  heliports,  over  which  the  Forest  Sen-  ice  has  no  jurisdiction.  Specific  comments 
include  the  following: 

• Against  newr  heliports  or  specific  locations,  such  as  Montana  Creek 

• Against  new  heliports  unless  studies  are  done  to  demonstrate  that  they  will 
decrease  the  noise  in  residential  areas 

• In  favor  of  new-  heliports 

• In  favor  of  new  heliports  with  restrictions,  such  as  boat  access  only  at  the 
Dupont  site 

• All  fixed-wing  tours  should  originate  from  the  airport  pond 

• Relocate  float  plane  flightseeing  tours  from  Gastineau  Channel  to  the  airport 

• Too  many  tourists  in  Juneau 
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• Cruise  ships  are  too  big;  limit  ship  size 

• Cruise  ship  season  is  longer  than  it  used  to  be 

• Establish  viewing  and  mountain  goat  population  objectives 
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Appendix  F contains  copies  of  the  written  comments,  including  letters,  e-mail  messages, 
comment  forms,  and  oral  testimony  provided  by  the  public  on  the  Helicopter  Landing 
Tours  on  the  Juneau  Icefield  2002  - 2006  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (DEIS). 
A complete  copy  of  the  transcript  from  the  September  6,  2001,  public  meeting  held  in 
Juneau,  Alaska,  is  also  included  in  this  appendix.  Copies  of  the  2,086  formatted,  pre- 
addressed comment  cards  from  people  who  participated  in  helicopter  landing  tours  during 
the  comment  period  are  not  included  here.  They  are  part  of  the  planning  record,  available 
for  review  at  the  Juneau  Ranger  District  office. 

Please  refer  to  Appendix  E of  this  Final  EIS  for  responses  to  these  comments.  Appendix 
Table  E-2  provides  an  index  of  responses.  The  index  lists  each  comment  number  (which 
is  also  written  in  the  left  margin  beside  each  comment  in  Appendix  F)  and  the  response 
number  corresponding  to  the  Forest  Service’s  response  in  Appendix  E. 
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5.  SNOW  VEHICLE  EXPEDITIONS.  Although  there  is  mention  on  page  1-1  of  mechanized 
snow  vehicle  expeditions  on  the  icefield,  the  DEIS  contains  no  detailed  information  as  to  who  is 
proposing  this  activity,  what  it  is  to  consist  o£  or  what  the  environmental  impacts  of  it  would  be. 
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e)  flight  patha  restricted  to  non-residential  areas  and  at  no  lower  than 
1500  feet  AQL,  with  no  exception  for  poor  weather  (in  weather  so  poor 
that  normal  flight  operations  must  be  modified,  flight  operations  should 
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midair  collision.  (Think  "Grand  Canyon.' 


I applaud  the  City's  study  of  alternate  sites  for  heliports.  Flight  paths  (even  corridors  that  can  be 
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and  pay  taxes  here. 

Thank  you  for  your  work  on  thiB  issue. 
Gayle  Trivette 


a: 


ZB 


GO 

m 

“U 

to 

Crt 

ro 


• 9 c 

U-£ 


e 

•H  U 3 
1*0 
Las 


4J  «H  ^4 

«H  « X 

J5c2 


I s 


b o-H 

H o g 


>»ru 

S 9r4 

o.*©  m . 
o c ••  r 

a 3 *o 
- fr*  ® ~ 
LJ  3 2k 
9 I ~ O <0 

0 *.  L “0 

>i  9 3 

o v m l 

u • 

vn  o 9 a 

a<  l 

r*  C 9 9 

« ~ ® a> 

« £.  U 9)  e 

J*  3 O-* 

rtUUCTJ 
r*  U U)*«  C 
O C *D  «3 
~ -#4  C i-4 

n ct  ® 
®>«  e hv 
c u « o 

•H  H C 

■o  •»  o t. 

C out  M 9 

® c 9 9 .a 

^4-H  ® • s 
■a  3 M 3 

W c c 

O 9-C  L. 

H 0!  9 C 
L.  X.  CL  3 
9 9 S 
n L 9 »«*4 
■ 3 > 2k  X 
3 0 9 9® 
Z XA  A C 


T3  V • 
W C U > 
0 9 3 9 
-*l  T3 

• 9 C 

9 U.9X 
O C U 
Q.VT)  C 
L *-»  9 
3 L 3 
a«  o 9 
a 3 l. 

• X 3 
C 9 >»  O 
O «4) 

C TD 

••  ® cn 


c o a*o 


XH>H£ 
• CT)4> 
3 

m cm  3 


4)4)0)) 

9 9 

• 9 L 

w L 9 U 
3X0 
>H  1 1*1 

• C 3 9 
y V c « 


3 *< 

C r 

0 3 
X ® 
4J  9 
9 C 
<9  3 


to  -A 

rx- 


\ 


3 

3 


tn 


U 

•s 


u 

> 

'55 

3 


5 .3 


^ o 
« a 

£ 3 


■s  o 


(N  ■ 


F-68  • Appendix  F 


Helicopter  Landing  Tours  on  the  Juneau  Icefield  2003-2007 


u S 


o c o c x 

■H  -( 

O N o w s 

« pd  X C 

OrtW  Ol  <0 

. O M c 

>1  V4  o U 

H ri  « O • <-•  - 

O u h m e C 


C Cn  rd 

°-S8 

■ ■0*0  -H  c c 

O*  -H  U (<  f -t  •H  „ 

G > H 0 U 4J  C ft)  X 

•H  O HiCUIH^HCU 

■014  ' 4J  W 01  3 T)  U rl  -H 

C a O X O 0 C HH  e 

• B)  0>  K ® V • U X V O 

r-1  >.  C -H  -r4  >,  X >,  ® CD 

, X "H  -4  ® pH  *>300 

^ flwjuwmopSti 
cog  H 'H  o > u E 

UHO®  <o  n i.  p»  S 

0>  O IH  in  vi  u h 

O U O 0 G 3 

o o w x o o 

h h o u u y 

*+  _ C h 

® ® i;  s c c x 

XX  C H 3 £ u 
U jD  H • 3 - 

■y  , e o 

OlkC-HonGO-HTJID  O 
COU  OEOC  01  14 
c o o>  u cue®, 

a « -h  c -h  o u o -h 

X -rt  -o  rn  o >,  ® 

| 4J  TJ  CrtH  ll 

! flV4A»-HW<WO 

O C O O -H  £ 

-H  X O u O u 

F • **  occc-h 

fiX»4O0>O®p» 

C JJ  O U O -H  *0  > U 

M 14  X W H « "HOC 

"rJ-HijO-iJOiai  a a -h  • 

-hcc^v'Ootj 

e ft  14  H H S V t4  iJ  2 

-H*j«  cn  -h  vi  — c oo 
-10XUCO  *0  E U B O i-t 

C U X -H  U c * O C (4  H B 
O O10V4OOUO>oUm 

uoo-hooxwo  oua 

, • » H O U O X 0>,  « O 14 

0 U -0  *4  X • H M c >14  <B 

cc-h  a j<  c -h  h c >ti 
0Xocwoci4Xuua!o<-i 
h c x o c -h  c 4J  u o a c 

'fflu\M£n®3e  o x 

3?  5 _ ■a  o a 1-4  p 5 k u w 

O iH  • C C C OHbvhXC 
oceoc-h-ox  d ci  S u 
cn  -h  a h u i4  c -h  o 

M c 3 O k D1H  - 

* » i c • * o c a c *4  o t> 

0 3c-h  *4jjj  «h  a "o 

OMo|O-0  HOOCH 
■ ueo  cm  ® a ij  h u o 

US  O r-t  U a a X V4  o 

--HO-OOU-H.O  Ol  OU4J 

rH  ft)  C C Old  C -H  O C m -, 

>HVC4JOUOCUt4>Hl4«U 
O C 3 -H  U Id  - 


14  *4 

o c 

X 3 X 


c c c 

3 O 

.2  *_ 

**5-g 


f-4  bd 

m 


U > 


G -H  Ckftd  ? « 

- 2>d  -s  . a 5 x 
cocuusa  u 


C k ft  D d I)  k C 


•J  kdG-HSOGOOX  X 41  C O 
Z H u 3 rH  SC  X O U C 4J  JJ  o B)Z 


_ p 3 8 

s i -q  a h 

H £ <4  a 00 

§»- of  a 


K • l.s: 

i 11 


skills 

is  I fw| 

M ss  <2  « a 
3 2' 8 S 


e*4  fig 

CO  I i 

• I § 

■1  I Si 

5 w o 

2 " 

a 

CD 

cn 


|*  Ufa 
1^1* ii 
i i 1 ^ ^ 

§25  * e* 

1§|S?| 

Ss  I > i 3 

isllis 
i s £|3s 

S Si’3  12 

i § §1 1 a 

O |)  So 


I 


f 

IS 

I 

a 

5 I 

I -i 

3 3 
a g 


5 2 


’ 

Helicopter  Landing  Tours  on  the  Juneau  Icefield  2003-2007 


Appendix  F • F-69 


IS...  . 


IQ 


/ 


• - Vv.ri'.-fr- 


" B*1 


a. 

Q) 

-SJ 

Q 

c 

c 

<5 


o 

03  <S) 

a:  O 
-s:  b 

O OD 


04 

"Y  ^ 
r\i  °0 

«o  a 

QQ  °0 
O) 

0 o 

u rsi 

C »o 

1 


§! 

§1 

ro  5 

04 1 

4* 

«Nl| 

t 

CN  -S> 
f\j  -c 

in 


1 


O o 
Oo 

■a  ^ 

3 © 

© '5 

ECO 
c *_.- 
o © 

•5^5 

®£S 


3 

E 

© 

Q. 

© 

CO 


° 

O) 

c 

TJ 

C 

3 

t 

8 


8S< 
= #uj5 
© > z 

u. 

r 

CO 

LU 

© 2 © 
C20x; 

O 

© 

X 

® 2 £ 
= O N O 

ui 

</> 

UJ  LI.  i-  CQ 

01 

2 

.* 

1® 

CO  *c 

*2 

I1 

0)  ^ 

11 

a E 

w >2 
© CM 

s§ 

12 

© O 

= fe 

3 | 

52  £ 


o 


CO 


££ 
If 
£1 
14 
— -2  ^ 
C 09  C 

||I 

S3  o 
E 2 §• 
3 2 | 


i — © UJ 

!*-I“ 


F-70  • Appendix  F 


Helicopter  Landing  Tours  on  the  Juneau  Icefield  2003-2007 


-•ar  Vi  v 


■ ■>>  V - - - A'..'  C*— -Ia* A ■ 


TO 

o 


• •■  !*s 


$ • ft  y ft  ^ ft  ^ ft r ■•  ft  * #*" 


Helicopter  Landing  Tours  on  the  Juneau  Icefield  2003-2007 


Appendix  F • F-71 


I 


F-72  • Appendix  F 


Helicopter  Landing  Tours  on  the  Juneau  Icefield  2003-2007 


; %C, 


■•■'>; -.^<c.>*/--V.-- 


E 

2 

a 

as 

09 


CSJ 

Irt 

CM 

Q_ 

U> 

CO 

I 


□ mcosco  □□□□□•□.. 


I 

•s 

1 

2 

t £ 


S S^BOQWKiO 
£.  ■ xi  a "a  xj  a -a 

£■  I i 1 1 S I 

S3  ££££«j®as 

H H 


s ? 


M. 


is 


'7-S^D 


i_ 

o 


i • 

I = 

I * 

m 9 

9 O 


11 1 
fl  3 

■?  v J 


f-*  a -h  © 


2S 

> o 

S£ 


C Q fl 
« «£ 
> ■*-♦  JJ 


fl  O M S 
c w ® ,o 

§©  «w 
M «W  73 
>3  © 3 © 
jS  a n 
CH  -h 


© fl  G © © .CO©©3N>,CC© 

u k >1  o -O  - - • - “ “ • 


£ 8 *H 

i*  ® & 


C .C  © « © M 


rH  fl  O 9 © G 


£ C ® ) T3 

•H  B .© 
M -h  fl  a 
O 73  O © fl. 

V(  © C o © 

a c u 

m o © c o 

r-f  -C  M C 
• H i)  U fl 


>*«H  © 
XI  0> 
© c 
73  > -* 

© « 73 

s*  s 

© a r-f 

»w  o 
%4  JZ  %4 
fl  Ol  O 


U V fl  U k U 

C fl  U 3 © B fl 

hh  o fl  ail  o o 


O fH 

fl  © 

P > 


> a 73  _ 

O S O 
M M 
O fl 

a © • 

© Ti  SI 


fl  © 

© 73  © _ 

O G U 73 
fl  © 01  © 

£ © a *5 

ax:  e 

O O M • 
O fl  © 


73  r-t  n Vf  © 


fl  © 

> 

0 © 
O r-f 


O © 6 
O XX  3 
o G 

0> 

c c © 

■H  © «C 
C £ i> 
C O 
•H  © 

0>  © fl 

© o 

-Q  t:  fl 


M >»  ..  ..  _ 

© .Q  fl  3 

.Q  rH  CW  rH  E 
_ © *0  3 fl 

fl  u ® o c » 


i:flu»HS>,M-HUO 

© o a a a 

© C © » a fl  © o 


S-h  cn 
fl  c -H 
a A m . 
a vi 


© 0 M © O O 


cn  © © ® u flea, 

o ^ u u a © o 1 

- 6 © D 

O £ ^ 

V H -i 


O 3 i • v» 


fl  M O 

Q © C O o 

JC  O VI  C 

73  X)  -H  © 
C © a 73 

B £ 3 U *H 

O #H  " ~ 


fl  a -h  u o © 


a c s 

O O r4 

Q V 

a xj  a 


C k - m 


§«  a u *t4  u 

J B t © 

xJ  * > S © 3 


O « C -H  w 


143.0©©  -H  X fl 
3 fl  fl  r>  > r-i  o O 
© ^:  XI  73  © fl  t-i 

MV400A  X © D» 


3 N a 
O fl 
u o © 
O a Si 


01  > 
C © © 
Ol-H  J3 
coo 

•w  fl 

(J  © fl  ^ 
fl  V<  C <* 

fl  U ^IH 


©MO 
o O & >i 
•H  C © 
r-H  sx 

O 73 

© fl  x: 
C M © O 
■ M 5 


= i 


O a >. 
a © U 
©MO 


O)  JS 

C O JC  o 
-H  H 73 


^ B r-i 

3 a C jq 

0 fl  o id 

MO  M 

01  fl  © © 

H X H 

e a o o 


3 £ 

1r 

O o 
M VI 
U 


73  v© 
3 <N 

hj  VO 


O r-f  VO  © 

vJj  © O CO  C 

© ® cn  3 

73  u ov  >2 

© o cv  ^ « 

O CO  >1 

« o fl 
a x:  ov  3 

r-f  o — ffl 

JZ  V4  « 

fl*H3-“ 

73  Cb  fl  © r-f 

. C © C -H 

O Vfl  C O fl 


,vS 

V? 


n \ 

,-c  1 

%3  \ 

a.  * 

Helicopter  Landing  Tours  on  the  Juneau  Icefield  2003-2007 


Appendix  F • F-73 


o 


Se 

O C9 


04 


to 


ea 

ci 


u a 

e l| 

33  « 

W 


es  s 

09  g 

li 

CD  O 

ss 

a a 


oil 

oS 


O 

H 


.§  3 2 a-b 

„ J>  13  CJW> 
§ ^ « '2  -g 


5|*gfi- 

J is  °g 

u ml  t3  5 
o E ® © 


ill' 

insa5 

.iff'*  is-4 

•*«fl 


„SS4)  gs 

ff  § a 3 1*3 

t>  •=.  o o m CO 


□ 


□ axiDDao  □□□□□ 


! 


3 3CfflUQWt«.o  s a-a& 

llJfiJJiJjifS 

SI!IU!l!ill| 

fls  .1  32  3 

”f§ 

If 

55  8 


j-s. 

* i 

o B 

* s 

•3  g 


I 


.a 

2 

a 


*c 

| 


i | 

. -8 

5 

s I 
5 ! 

I 

*3  > 

i 

i 

£ E 

t 3 
i 1 
a £ 

f £ 

e 

o 

|2  S H 

5* 

E 

2 

|2  8j 

z 


o 

o 

a3 

■a  M 
*-.2 


<4  V* 
4J  O 

, 

I M >4 

i o • 

■■is 

i m q 

i ® 3 


rl  « O 

S4I  3 

9< 


M a 

iS5 


V <M 

ViSa 

a «m 
m a 9 

JIHfl 

& ^ r1 

0 44 

O «44 

ik§TJ 

• H4«H  D* 


S3 


a 

a 

& o 

o e* 


>»  •*» 
* r\  » • 

u <u  «.  0 a 
d ® a a 3 
•h  a a 
® m « a ® 
> X)  M Vi 
O O • 

3 3!.SS  fc 

a m 3 § % 

jS  • I M » 

fc»  a .3  a)  £ 
•h  4J  a 
M ft  ® a 
<u  o n. 

-h  J n 
<M  rH  T) 

O <u  v a 0 


h >m  o ® 

•h  ® o JB  m 

« O -M  3 
8H»4lO 
• *h  a 
« 3 > ® JJ 
«J  -H  3 O 

a « <a  ® 

gill- 


M « a a 0 « 

d ® h 

« a *i  3 h _ 

J3  -rt  a O 3 » 
41  phos 
_ ■ fi  »dS 

*0  ® ® Q V H 

a a *»  _ >i 

a. « a _ o £ 

M O 

*j  o 4i  u *i  a 
o ax}  a 
a ■*  o>t»  m a 

•r4  ® « -H 

■8  &££&.* 
M S 0 
0 a «U  -H  WJ  0 
J r(  Oh  O i 


*«!®SS 


6' 


£' 


«*•*•*•  * 

.*.1  tl  4-? 

•w  C •- 

. Wi***  -S 

fg%  W f •: 


F-74  • Appendix  F 


Helicopter  Landing  Tours  on  the  Juneau  Icefield  2003-2007 


o 

cn 

o 


I 

& 


| « I 

I 1 * 

rf  P 


1 f 

•■i  =3 


& 

o 

0 

1 


•i4 

I 


<N 

'3 

CO 

■«-r 


® 2 


2 

8 1 

00  J3 


cu 

CO 

p 

*"■*  cd 

0 ’? 
9°  -a 

1 - 
=•1 
J2  w 
° -2 
m > 


Helicopter  Landing  Tours  on  the  Juneau  Icefield  2003-2007 


Appendix  F • F-75 


party  is  entirely  satisfied.  Therefore  it  is  essential  that  the  DEIS  include  all  the 
information  necessary  for  the  Ranger  to  make  an  informed  decision  and  for  the  interested 
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valued  local  use  recreation  areas. 


reference  those  items  as  we  list  our  concerns  in  regard  to  the  TLUMP  Standards  and 

Guidelines.  | Recreation  Use  Administration.  Item  REC  122  II  4 d)  (2)  (b),  TLUMP  4- 
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perceive  themselves  as  being  adversely  impacted,  and  quantitative 
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Instead  we  are  presented  with  the  prospect  that  more  landings  will  occur  and  j js  not  feasible  he  is  then  required  to  at  least  restrict  landings  and  facilities 

more  sites  will  be  authorized  for  those  landings  by  four  of  the  alternatives.  As  I within  one  mile  of  important  kidding  habitat  for  the  May  1 5th  to  June  1 5th  time 
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maximum  extent  possible  for  a distance  of  one  mile  from  the  “refuge  permitted  landings  there  would  already  be  a mechanism  in  place  for 

ridge”.  This  ridge  would  serve  as  a control  for  further  studies  on  the  impacts  accomplishing  this. 

of  flightseeing  activities  on  Mountain  Goats  in  the  project  area.  6)  JGSC  believes  all  alternatives  should  prohibit  landings  when  TLUMP’s 

minimum  distance  of  1 500  ft  over  Mountain  Goat  habitat  can’t  be  maintained. 
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reduces  landings  from  3:30  pm  Friday  to  8:30  am  Monday,  and  completely  j site  under  the  DEIS’s  alternatives  (Section  One,  Item  3). 

prohibits  landings  on  Saturdays.  By  establishing  a daily  maximum  for 
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mishaps  lika  a couple  of  years  ago  when  3 helicopters  crashed  in  the  same 
spot  one  right  after  the  other.  I am  curious  if  their  waste (including  fuel) 
was  ever  cleaned  up  from  those  accidents? 
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7 40  CFR  1508.27  various  forums  over  the  years.  Technology  for  quieter  helicopters  is  not  realistically  available  in 

the  future  covered  by  the  upcoming  DEIS  and  the  use  of  the  Fly  Neighborly  program  has  not 

Limitations  on  actions  during  the  NEPA  process.  provided  sufficient,  if  any,  relief.  During  the  CBJ/FS  sponsored  mediation  effort,  the  helicopter 
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the  yard  and  not  be  subjected  ta  overflights  of  the  frequency  and  duration  associated  With 
landing  tours. 
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Lynn  Canal  Conservation,  Inc. 
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f)  It  is  inappropriate  to  publish  the  results  of  an  In-house  study  before  subjecting  it  to  I non-motorized  use  of  the  the  forest,  the  Forest  Service  needs  to  provide  alternatives 
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► Finally,  air  tours  are  the  most  ecologically  safe  way  to  view  and  appreciate  the  Juneau  Icefield 
with  little  or  no  impact  to  the  resource,  The  DEIS  does  not  mention  negative  impacts  to  the 
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quality  of  enjoyment. 


m* 


.Vi.; 


Q 

U) 

3 


CM 

LO 

CM 

Q- 

LU 

CO 


& 


I 


e- 

CO 


t rsi 


‘d  ■ 

I 

I 

U 

3- 


w 


w 


"1 


II  fifi 

tj  *3  Q J3  I V 

i gif ill  a 


S' 

M 

co  .2  _ 

U|^ 

a?  =» 


wo 


.2 


i- « 

2 *r  q 

£ 2 J 


^ C 

c?  S i 
§5J 
2 * 
5« 

p| 


Helicopter  Landing  Tours  on  the  Juneau  Icefield  2003-2007 


I 


'it 


i «■ 


< ■- 


OB  si 

e §2 

^ t3» 

■ H i| 
C s| 

4h  bcb 

W si 

w|a 

d»  o 


Oil 

os- 

B 

_ 1 

§ s 
^ a 

to  o 

Cvj  « 

Q — O 

LU  9B 

C/> 


Helicopter  Landing  Tours  on  the  Juneau  Icefield  2003-2007 


Appendix  F • F-183 


3 


&Vn 

3 


F-184  • Appendix  F 


Helicopter  Landing  Tours  on  the  Juneau  Icefield  2003*2007 


ifi»e 


y X i£\*> 


CD 

CD 

CsJ 

ir> 

02 

CL- 

UJ 

CO 


g I 


© C/3 
o J 

.2  73 


•a  o 


O .2 


>» 

i 

g 


i2  < 
o U 
'S3  o' 

If 

■S'  § 

a “J 

O C/3 

o i 

J-J 

9 2 


i 


IS 

f§ 

•*  g 


■«§ 

d 

a 

I 


•0*3  — 

9.S  i 
ifa 
§ -a  S 

« -S' •a 
o 2 3 

1?  O V3 

0 J g 
a P.s 

O*  g=  ^ 

efs 

ill 

1 si 
•a*  2 
I §£ 

|§li 
l-s  2 1 
•i  i£o 

ill* 

O.  04 


S' 

■t 


•°  3 
■3  | 

® -c 
•2  | 
2 t> 

P> 


fl 


§2 
I S’ 

« h I li 

s s g m 

51  a 1 
| 8 g I 
Jaj  a§ 

15  a 1 

o 3 £3 

^ ^ o 

S 8'gl 

3 f J 

04  S < m 


I 


w u. 

«-a  I 

|.§| 

Vj-j  DO  CiO 

o 0 *' 
8 3 
S 2 
‘S  „ 


8) 


I 

CO 

3 ST* 

C9  co 

a 1.1 

£ •a  g 
SgU 

O „ d 

^ a o 

O ^ -g 
§P2 

SriB 

w .5  'H- 

las 

a ^ =3 

c 05  J3 


M ° 

II 


.113 

IIP 

g-sig 

■g  g 8 ti 

,2  2 «i  o 

3 f S 8 

J > « 2 

P»h£ 


y- 

3 


Helicopter  Landing  Tours  on  the  Juneau  Icefield  2003-2007 


Appendix  F • F-185 


It  is  ray  belief  that  this  is  the  only  way  that  many  people  will  ever  experience  the  beauty  As  a scientist,  I felt  that  this  trip  was  extremely  educational  and  opened  my  awareness  to 

of  the  glaciers,  and  that  the  environmental  impact  is  minimal.  Landings  of  the  nature  that  glaciers.  I felt  that  the  overall  impact  of  our  visit  was  minimal.  Aaron  Ivery-  Seattle, 
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Public  Meeting  on  the  DEIS/Helicopter  Landings 
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1 

closet. 

2 

2 

And  you  can,  of  course,  go  out 

PAGE 

3 

through  the  back  and  to  the  lobby  where  you  came 

3 

4 

in,  or  you  can  take  either  door  here  and  go  down  to 

4 

Opening  Remarks  by  Ms.  Hall  3 

5 

the  end  of  the  hall,  and  there  is  an  exit  down 

5 

Opening  Remarks  by  Mr.  Youkey  1 1 

6 

there.  So  just  in  case.  And  these  windows  also 

6 

Opening  Remarks  by  Mr.  Griffin  1 3 

7 

open. 

7 

Question-and-Answer  Period  1 5 

8 

We  have  some  coffee,  hot  tea,  and 

8 

Public  Comment  Period  115 

9 

some  cold  water  in  pitchers  here  in  the  back  of  the 

9 

10 

room,  if  you  get  thirsty.  There  is  also  a soda 

10 

11 

machine  in  the  laundry  room  across  the  hall  outside 

11 

12 

the  room,  I believe. 

12 

13 

At  the  back,  we  were  trying  to 

1 

14 

14 

catch  everybody  as  you  came  in  to  have  you  put  your 

15 

15 

name  on  the  sign-up  sheet  And  if  we  happened  to 

16 

16 

miss  you,  we'd  really  appreciate  it  if  you  would 

17 

17 

sign  up  maybe  before  you  leave.  It's  just  part  of 

18 

18 

our  planning  record  as  to  who  was  at  the  meeting. 

19 

19 

Also  on  the  back  table,  there  was 

20 

20 

a sign-up  sheet  for  people  who  want  to  make  a 

21 

21 

formal  comment,  verbal  comment,  on  the  draft  EIS. 

22 

22 

We  do  have  a court  reporter  here 

23 

23 

tonight  who  will  be  taking  down  everything  that  is 

24 

24 

said,  and  they  are  also  recording.  And  I think 

25 

25 

there  are  a couple  of  other  people  recording  here 
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1 

THURSDAY,  SEPTEMBER  6, 2001;  JUNEAU,  ALASKA 

1 

tonight  as  well.  But  the  court  reporter's  record 

2 

7:00  P.M. 

2 

will  be  part  of  the  public  record. 

3 

3 

So  if  you  want  to  make  verbal 

4 

MS.  HALL:  I'm  Ellen  Hall  from 

4 

comments,  we'd  just  ask  that  people  sign  up  in  the 

5 

Foster  Wheeler  Environmental.  We’re  the  contractor 

5 

back  so  we  have  a sense  of  how  many  people  want  to 

6 

who  has  been  working  with  the  Forest  Service  staff 

6 

comment,  so  we  can  try  to  keep  our  timing  right. 

7 

to  prepare  the  draft  environmental  impact  statement 

7 

If  you  signed  up  and  changed  your 

8 

on  the  landing  tours  on  the  Juneau  Icefield,  draft 

8 

mind  during  the  course  of  the  evening,  then  you 

9 

environmental  impact  statement  2002  through  2006. 

9 

don't  have  to  speak.  And  if  you  decide  that  you'd 

10 

This  was  something  of  a.combmed 

10 

like  to  speak  before  the  end  of  the  evening,  then 

11 

effort  between  the  Forest  Service  and  Foster 

11 

well  just  add  your  name  to  the  bottom  of  the  list 

12 

Wheeler  as  the  contractor.  They  wrote  some  of  the 

12 

On  the  side  tables  over  here,  we 

13 

parts.  We  wrote  some  of  the  parts. 

13 

have  hard  copies  of  the  draft  EIS,  and  we  also  have 

14 

I'm  going  to  serve  as  moderator 

14 

some  EIS  copies  on  CD. 

15 

tonight  for  the  meeting.  So  I want  to  start  out 

15 

We  also  have  some  comment  sheets, 

16 

and  cover  a few  housekeeping  issues  and  make  sure 

16 

if  you  care  to  pick  one  up,  and  either  fill  it  out 

17 

everybody  knows  what  sorts  of  facilities  we  have 

17 

tonight,  or  take  it  home  and  fill  it  out  and  mail 

18 

available  here  in  the  room,  and  then  I'll  explain 

18 

it  in  later  to  submit  written  comments  on  the  draft 

19 

the  way  the  meeting  is  going  to  work  tonight 

19 

EIS. 

20 

First,  just  on  a number  of 

20 

And  there  are  some  posters  over 

21 

housekeeping  issues,  the  restrooms  are  down  the 

21 

here  on  the  wall  that  show  the  various 

22 

hall  that  way,  and  in  case  of  any  emergency,  there 

22 

alternatives.  And  there  is  also  a copy  of  our 

23 

are  three  doors  out  of  this  room.  There  is  one 

23 

mailing  list  over  there.  Most  of  you,  if  you  got  a 

24 

there,  one  there,  and  one  here  in  the  back.  Don't 

24 

copy  of  the  EIS  in  the  mail,  this  is  the  same 

25 

take  the  double  doors,  which  only  go  into  the 

25 

mailing  list  we  used  for  that  process.  But  if 
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1 anybody  wants  to  add  their  name  to  the  list  or 

2 check  or  correct  their  spelling,  whatever,  there  is 

3 a list  over  there  so  you  can  do  that  before  the  end 

4 of  the  evening. 

5 Here  is  our  plan  for  this  evening. 

6 We  plan  to  start  — we'll  make  just  a brief 

7 presentation  about  the  EIS,  and  then  we're  going  to 

8 open  the  floor  for  questions.  If  people  have  just 

9 questions  that  they  want  to  ask  about  how  something 

1 0 was  done  or  why  it  was  done  or  ask  for  clarifying 

11  points,  then  we'll  try  to  answer  those  questions. 

12  And  following  the 

1 3 question-and-answer  period,  then  well  open  the 

14  floor  for  comments.  IH  get  the  comment  sheet 

1 5 from  file  back  of  the  room,  and  then  we'll  start 

1 6 going  through  the  people  who  have  signed  up,  one 

1 7 through  however  many  people  we  have  signed  up. 

1 8 So,  any  questions  at  this  point, 

1 9 just  on  the  process  or  the  plan? 

20  (No  response) 

21  MS.  HALL:  Okay.  Great 

22  Well,  thanks  very  much  for  coming. 

23  I introduced  myself.  Also  here  at  the  front  table 

24  are  the  Forest  Service  people  who  were  key  in 

25  preparing  the  draft  EIS:  Laurie  Thorpe,  who  is  the 
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1 Then  we  have  Alternatives  B,  C,  D, 

2 E,  F,  and  G,  that  basically  go  — B goes  back  to  a 

3 number  of  permitted  landings  which  is  comparable  to 

4 what  actually  occurred  in  1994,  and  so  is  fewer 

5 landings  than  currently,  and  on  up  through 

6 Alternative  G,  which  allows  quite  a bit  more 

7 landings  than  are  occurring  right  now. 

8 There  are  also  some  other  aspects 

9 of  the  alternatives  that  address  things  like  what 

1 0 days  of  the  week  or  how  many  days  a week  the 

1 1 landings  would  be  allowed;  what  other  activities, 

12  such  as  dogsledding  or  snowmobiling  or  other  things 

1 3 might  be  allowed  on  the  icefield  associated  with 

14  the  landings,  and  hours  of  operation. 

1 5 And,  essentially,  go  from 

16  Alternative  B,  which  has,  as  I said,  landings 

17  associated  with  the  same  level  that  occurred 

1 8 actually  in  1 994  and  some  other  restrictions.  It's 

1 9 a more  restricted  alternative,  and  things  kind  of 

20  progress  up  through  Alternative  G,  which  allows  the 

2 1 most  number  of  landings,  allows  landings  in  some 

22  new  areas  that  are  not  currently  open  to  helitour 

23  landings,  and  has  fewer  restrictions  in  general. 

24  The  EIS  — we  do  have  a number  of 

25  seats  up  in  the  front,  so  don't  feel  like  you  have 
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special  use  permit  administrator;  Pete  Griffin,  the 
Juneau  District  Ranger,  who  will  be  the  deciding 
official  in  this  case;  and  Don  Youkey,  the  zone 
wildlife  biologist  who  prepared  the  wildlife 
analysis  in  the  EIS. 

I'm  going  to  take  just  a minute  to 
cover  a couple  of  the  issues  that  we  at  Foster 
Wheeler  worked  on,  and  then  I'm  going  to  have  Don 
speak  a little  bit  about  the  approach  to  wildlife, 
and  then  Pete  is  going  to  have  a few  words  to  help 
structure  comments  and  questions  and  things  this 
evening,  and  talk  about  our  intent  here.  Then 
we'll  go  to  questions.  You  all  get  your  turn. 

So  those  of  you  who  have  had  a 
chance  to  really  look  at  the  EIS  I think  can  see 
the  way  it  was  structured.  We  had  one  alternative, 
Alternative  A,  that  is  called  No  Action,  which 
involves  not  having  special  use  permits  that  allow 
helicopter  landings  on  the  glacier. 

And  that  means  no  landings,  and  no 
other  activity  associated  with  landings,  although 
the  Forest  Service  doesn't  have  any  jurisdiction 
over  flights  that  do  not  land.  And  so  we  really 
don't  know  how  many  overflights  there  might  be  if 
no  landings  were  allowed. 
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to  stand  in  the  back.  We  have  got  some  space  up 
here. 

The  EIS  is  structured  around  four 
issues  that  were  raised  during  the  scoping 
period  — not  only  the  scoping  comments  and  scoping 
period  for  this  EIS,  but  scoping  that  was  done 
associated  with  earlier  EISs,  and  also  comments 
that  have  come  up  during  the  mediation  process  that 
was  going  on  last  summer  and  into  the  fall,  and 
some  of  the  committee  meetings  that  have  been  going 
on  at  the  City  and  Borough  of  Juneau  for  quite  some 
time. 

And  we  reviewed  and  included  a lot 
of  that  information  in  determining  what  the  issues 
are  that  would  be  addressed,  and  came  up  with  four 
issues:  Impacts  on  residents  of  Juneau,  which 
mostly  focuses  on  the  issue  of  noise.  Impacts  on 
recreation,  which  again  focuses  a lot  on  the 
negative  impacts  of  noise  on  people  who  are,  for 
example,  out  hiking,  and  also  on  the  positive 
attributes  associated  with  giving  people  the 
opportunity  to  participate  in  that  type  of 
recreation,  that  is,  taking  the  tours  and  going  out 
to  the  icefield. 

The  impacts  on  wildlife,  and. 
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1 

finally,  impacts  on  new  areas,  which  is  associated 

1 

And  what  we  found  after  the  first 

2 

with  the  fact  that  some  of  the  alternatives  open 

2 

year  is  that  there  is  very  — our  goats  up  here 

3 

some  new  areas  to  landings,  and  other  alternatives 

3 

have  little  response  to  overflights  relative  to 

4 

do  not  open  those  new  areas. 

4 

what  the  findings  were  in  the  Canadian  studies.  We 

5 

So  that  is  basically  the  way  the 

5 

found  the  same  pattern  last  year  and  again  this 

6 

EIS  is  structured,  around  those  four  issues,  and 

6 

year. 

7 

around  the  Alternatives  A through  G. 

7 

I haven't  summarized  the  data  yet, 

8 

And  for  the  analysis  of  noise  in 

8 

but  we  put  a much  larger  effort  into  collecting 

9 

terms  of  impacts  particularly  on  residents  and  on 

9 

data  this  year,  and  we  are  seeing  the  same 

10 

recreationists,  our  focus  there  was  in  using 

10 

patterns.  That  data  is  presented  in  file  EIS,  I 

11 

studies  that  have  — one  that  was  arranged  by  the 

11 

think  on  page  4-22.  There  is  a table  there.  But, 

12 

Forest  Service,  and  another  study  by  Michael  Baker 

12 

essentially,  we’re  seeing  the  same  patterns  this 

13 

and  Associates  and  their  subcontractors,  and  I 

13 

year,  and  have  a much  larger  sample  size. 

14 

think  there  have  been  a couple  of  studies  there 

14 

The  other  type  of  data  we  collect 

15 

that  have  been  done  for  the  CBJ. 

15 

is  simply  population  surveys,  population  size.  If 

16 

And  we  used  a lot  of  that 

16 

helicopters  are  having  a huge  impact  upon 

17 

information,  and  reiterated  some  of  it,  and  tried 

17 

populations,  you'd  expect  a population  decline. 

18 

to  demonstrate  how  — what  die  situation  is  with 

18 

especially  considering  they  have  been  operating 

19 

respect  to  residents,  and  also  with  respect  to 

19 

here  since  1984,  although  in  a much  smaller 

20 

recreationists. 

20 

capacity  in  the  earlier  years.  But  there  have  been 

21 

And  I think  that’s  all  I’m  going 

21 

quite  a few  overflights  here  for  quite  a few  years. 

22 

to  say  at  this  point  about  that  issue.  I want  Don 

22 

What  we  found  there  essentially 

23 

to  speak  for  a couple  of  minutes  about  the  wildlife 

23 

appears  to  be  stable  populations.  Our  data  from 

24 

issue,  and  how  we  address  that,  and  then  well  go 

24 

the  early  '70s  and  ’80s  is  not  excellent,  but  it 

25 

to  Pete  for  a couple  of  minutes. 

25 

appears  that  the  populations  are  about  even,  and 
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1 

MR.  YOUKEY:  Thank  you,  Ellen.  So 

1 

possibly  even  have  increased  in  a couple  of  areas. 

2 

on  this  type  of  analysis  for  wildlife,  what  we 

2 

The  third  type  of  data  I looked  at 

3 

usually  do  is  look  at  all  the  species  in  the 

3 

is  habitat  use.  I looked  at  the  use  of  the  animals 

' 4 

project  area.  We  just  list  them  out,  and  then  look 

4 

relative  to  the  flight  paths  and  landing  sites. 

5 

at  two  things.  We  look  at  the  direction  we  have 

5 

Again,  I don’t  see  any  displacement  of  habitat  use 

6 

from  our  forest  plan  that  guides  us  generally  on 

6 

relative  to  — there  are  quite  a few  flight  routes 

7 

any  Forest  Service  projects  on  the  national  forest 

7 

up  here  that  are  pretty  commonly  used,  and  we  still 

8 

And  then  we  also  look  at  ~ from  a 

8 

have  goats  using  the  habitat  underneath  those 

9 

biological  perspective,  look  at  what  potential 

9 

flight  routes. 

10 

impacts  we  expect  Using  that  process,  we  narrowed 

10 

So  based  on  all  .that,  as  long  as 

11 

it  down  real  fast  to,  oh,  about  half  a dozen 

11 

our  stipulations  we  have  set  forth  previously  and 

12 

species,  where  few  individuals  may  be  impacted  by 

12 

are  proposing  again  this  time  are  met,  I think  the 

13 

flights  or  landings,  and  then  even  further,  to  the 

13 

goat  population  will  do  just  fine. 

14 

mountain  goat,  and  that  is  really  the  only  species 

14 

MS.  HALL:  Okay.  Thanks,  Don. 

15 

that  occurs  year-round,  and  most  all  of  its  habitat 

15 

Pete,  would  you  like  to  say  a few 

16 

is  potentially  impacted  by  overflights  or  landing 

16 

words? 

17 

sites. 

17 

MR.  GRIFFIN:  Yes.  I probably 

18 

Along  those  lines,  we  started  a 

18 

should  have  led  this  off,  but,  first  thing,  thanks 

19 

monitoring  program  in  1999,  looking  at  behavioral 

19 

for  coming  tonight.  I know  it’s  another  meeting, 

20 

responses  to  goats.  There  is  very  little 

20 

another  night,  and  folks’  time  is  valuable,  so 

21 

information  from  the  literature  on  goats,  and  even 

21 

thanks  for  coming  out 

22 

less  on  impacts  from  overflights.  We  modeled  our 

22 

I’m  here  for  two  things,  really. 

23 

monitoring  effort  off  of  two  studies  that  have  been 

23 

One,  if  you  have  any  questions  on  the  draft 

24 

done,  both  of  them  in  Canada,  looking  at 

24 

environmental  impact  statement,  we’d  sure  like  to 

25 

helicopters  and  mountain  goats. 

25 

hear  them.  And  if  we  can  clarify  anything,  we  sure 

— 
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1 will. 

2 The  second  thing  that  I'd  like  to 

3 hear  is  after  we  get  done  with  the  questions.  I'd 

4 like  to  hear  what  you  think  about  the  EIS,  about 

5 the  alternatives,  and  about  the  mitigation  measures 

6 in  the  alternatives. 

7 And  we  may  not  be  able  to  get  that 

8 all  in  public  testimony  tonight,  but  I sure  would 

9 appreciate  something  in  writing  from  you  folks 

10  specific  to  the  alternatives:  What  I like  about 

1 1 this  alternative,  what  I don't  like  about  this 

12  alternative.  What  I like  about  this  mitigation 

13  measure,  what  I don’t  like  about  this  mitigation 

14  measure. 

15  Because  my  final  decision  is 

1 6 probably  going  to  take  one  of  the  alternatives,  or 

17  a variation  on  one  of  the  alternatives,  and  combine 

1 8 it  with  some  mitigation  measure  from  one  of  the 

1 9 other  alternatives . 

20  So  if  I get  your  ideas  on 

21  everything  that  is  in  there,  I'll  be  able  to  put 

22  together  a lot  better  decision  than  otherwise. 

23  Sometimes  in  the  past  we  have  just  had  folks  say, 

24  "We  don’t  like  the  alternative,  your  preferred 

25  alternative.  You  should  pick  something  else." 

Page  16 

1 fuel  usage,  helicopter  usage,  base  expansion  — I 

2 can  go  on  with  a major  list  of  significant  — 

3 really  significant  issues  that  need  to  be 

4 considered  if  you  are  going  to  decide  to  increase 

5 this. 

6 And,  in  fact  I looked  for  "safety" 

7 in  the  index,  and  you  don’t  even  have  the  word  in 

8 there. 

9 MS.  HALL:  Okay.  Let’s  give  Pete 

1 0 a chance  to  answer  the  question  about  how  did  we 

1 1 come  up  with  the  four  issues. 

12  MS.  BATCHELOR:  Can  you  ask  him  to 

1 3 identify  himself  for  the  record? 

14  MS.  HALL:  Oh,  I’m  sorry. 

15  MR.  DIPPOLD:  Okay.  Ronald 

1 6 Dippold,  about  a 35-year  resident  of  Juneau. 

17  MS.  HALL:  Okay.  Thanks  very 

1 8 much,  and  I forgot  to  make  that  point.  If  you 

1 9 would  give  your  name  and  be  sure  to  speak  up,  then 

20  we’ll  be  sure  and  be  able  to  identify  the 

21  questioner  or  commenter  on  the  record.  Okay. 

22  MR.  GRIFFIN:  We  did  pretty 

23  extensive  scoping,  Ron,  and  we  got  a lot  of  input 

24  from  folks.  And  the  big  issues  that  people  told  us 

25  about  were  the  effects  of  helicopter  noise  on  the 

Page  15 

1 That  doesn't  give  us  a lot  to  go  on.  So  the  more 

2 information  you  can  provide  us,  the  more  detailed 

3 information,  the  better. 

4 The  comment  period  does  end  on 

5 September  24th,  so  I urge  you  to  get  your  comments 

6 in  by  then.  Thanks. 

7 MS.  HALL:  Okay.  Thanks,  Pete. 

8 At  this  point,  then,  well  go 

9 ahead  and  open  to  questions,  and  I guess  to 

1 0 differentiate  a little  bit  between  questions  and 

1 1 comments,  I think  questions  are  really  your  chance 

12  to  ask  us  to  tell  you  things,  and  comments  are  your 

1 3 chance  to  tell  us  things. 

1 4 So  I’d  like  to  kind  of  start  with 

15  questions.  If  people  would  like  to  ask  about  the 

1 6 process  or  how  certain  analyses  were  done  or  where 

1 7 the  data  came  from  or  whatever,  now  is  the  time. 

18  Yes? 

19  MR.  DIPPOLD:  Why  did  you  limit 

20  significant  issues  to  only  four  somewhat  trivial 

21  matters? 

22  MR.  GRIFFIN:  Well  - 

23  MS.  HALL:  Why  four  issues — 

24  MR.  DIPPOLD:  I guess  I could  make 

25  comments  on  this  under  my  comments,  but  safety, 

Page  17  I 

1 recreational  experience,  the  effects  of  helicopter 

2 noise  on  their  homes,  the  effects  of  helicopter 

3 noise  on  wildlife.  And  then  the  fact  that  there 

4 were  some  new  areas  proposed  to  go  into. 

5 Those  were  the  dominant  themes 

6 that  came  to  us  from  the  public.  So  we  sorted 

7 through  them  and  said,  "These  are  the  issues  that 

8 we  need  to  address  in  this  EIS.  Our  decision  is 

9 going  to  take  those  things  into  account." 

10  MR.  DIPPOLD:  Those  were  the 

1 1 dominant  themes  based  on  route  selection,  when  they 

1 2 were  talking  about  it  three  or  four  years  ago,  not 

13  the  dominant  theme  for  expansion.  If  there  was  any 

1 4 scoping,  you  probably  talked  to  the  helicopter  and 

15  the  boat  people.  You  didn’t  talk  to  the  public.  I 

1 6 didn't  see  any  — 

17  MS.  HALL:  Okay.  Well,  I think 

1 8 that  we  won’t  get  into  the  debate,  but  I appreciate 

1 9 the  question  and  the  comment. 

20  Yes.  Right  here? 

21  MR.  HINKLEY:  My  name  is  Everett 

22  Hinkley.  I live  in  Juneau  here.  I have  a question 

23  for  Don. 

24  On  table  4-22,  the  goat  response 

25  to  helicopter  overflight,  how  are  the  distances 

■■■■  fflrm 
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1 

between  the  goats  and  helicopters  measured  in  this 

1 

lost  a bit 

2 

particular  instance  in  the  book  here? 

2 

The  intent,  certainly,  was  to 

3 

MR.  YOUKEY:  In  '99  they  were 

3 

address  that  aspect  in  the  impact  to  residents,  and 

4 

mostly  estimated.  We  were  using  laser 

4 

the  fact  that  — where  the  main  issue  that  was 

5 

rangefinders.  In  2000,  we  got  a rangefinder  that 

5 

raised  is  the  issue  of  the  noise,  and  there  is 

6 

would  actually  get  out  to  a couple  of  kilometers. 

6 

quite  a bit  of  focus  on  noise  and  the  annoyance 

7 

So  it  was  a combination. 

7 

factor  of  noise,  and  the  kinds  of  issues  people 

8 

And,  again,  this  year,  there  is  no 

8 

have  raised,  and  the  statements  that  they  have  made 

9 

2001  data  there,  but  we  were  using  a rangefinder 

9 

about  the  fact  that  it  has  --  the  helicopter 

10 

that  got  out  to  a couple  of  kilometers,  and  would 

10 

flights  and  the  noise  have  a very  negative  impact 

11 

actually  measure  down  to  submeter  accuracy. 

11 

on  their  lives.  And  so  that  was  our  strategy  in 

12 

MR.  HINKLE Y:  How  was  your  GPS 

12 

addressing  it 

13 

analysis  working  for  your  noise/goat  interaction? 

13 

And  so  if  I can  ask  you  if  there 

14 

MR.  YOUKEY:  What  do  you  mean? 

14 

are  — I take  it  you  are  thinking  there  are  other 

15 

MS.  HALL:  Sounds  like  we  need  a 

15 

ways  to  address  it,  or  other  filings  that  should  be 

16 

clarification  on  the  question. 

16 

included? 

17 

MR.  HINKLEY:  Well,  haven't  you 

17 

MS.  HART:  Yes.  I'm  wondering  if 

18 

been  collecting  GPS  data  on  — \ 

18 

you  have  reviewed  the  Forest  Service  Handbook  for 

19 

MR.  YOUKEY:  I haven't  analyzed 

19 

that  section.  There  are  very  specific  things 

20 

that  data  yet.  I think  it's  going  to  work  pretty 

20 

relating  to  lifestyles,  aesthetics,  and  amenities 

21 

well.  Yes.  I think  Everett  is  referring  to  stuff 

21 

to  forest  lands,  attitudes,  beliefs  and  values, 

22 

we're  collecting  this  year,  which  is  an  additional 

22 

impacts  on  social  organizations,  land  use  patterns, 

23 

study  looking  at  some  more  specific  behaviors,  and 

23 

displacement  of  recreationists. 

24 

in  order  to  free  up  — using  a laser  rangefinder 

24 

There  are  some  civil  rights  issues 

25 

takes  a lot  of  time.  It  takes  basically  one 

25 

that  I think  you  could  have  found  if  you  had 
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1 

person. 

1 

looked.  There  is  a reminder  list  of  social 

2 

We  equipped  a helicopter  with  a 

2 

variables  that  includes  recreation  preferences,  the 

3 

GPS,  so  essentially  we  can  use  that  to  measure 

3 

degree  of  isolation,  privacy,  relationship  of 

4 

distances,  as  opposed  to  the  rangefinder.  We  were 

4 

lifestyle  to  infrastructure  and  forest  resources  — 

5 

actually  collecting  with  both  methods  this  year  to 

5 

the  list  goes  on. 

6 

make  sure  we  had  good  data.  But  we  haven't 

6 

And  I looked  through  your 

7 

analyzed  that  data  yet. 

7 

document,  and  I wasn't  able  to  find  any  reference 

8 

MR.  HINKLEY:  Thanks,  Don. 

8 

that  whoever  wrote  this  document  ever  looked  at  the 

9 

MS.  HALL:  Okay.  Right  here? 

9 

Forest  Service  Handbook  and  that  section. 

10 

MS.  HART:  If  I'm  reading  the 

10 

MS.  HALL:  Okay. 

11 

Forest  Service  Handbook,  Chapter  32,  correctly,  it 

11 

MR.  GRIFFIN:  We'll  take  a lot 

12 

says  that  "If  the  action  or  its  alternative  could 

12 

closer  look  at  that,  Karla. 

13 

have  a significant  effect  on  the  quality  of  the 

13 

MS.  HART:  Thank  you. 

14 

human  environment,  a detailed  social  impact 

14 

MS.  HALL:  Okay.  Any  other 

15 

analysis  is  mandatory,  and  findings  should  be 

15 

questions?  Right  here? 

16 

included  in  an  EIS." 

16 

MS.  WILLSON:  Hi.  My  name  is 

17 

And  I don't  see  any  reference  to 

17 

Sarah  Willson,  S-A-R-A  W-I-L-L-S-O-N.  And  my 

18 

any  social  impact  analysis  in  this. 

18 

question,  I think,  is  related  to  Karla's. 

19 

MS.  BATCHELOR:  Your  name,  please? 

19 

I have  not  had  time  to  look  at 

20 

MS.  HART:  Karla  Hart,  H-A-R-T. 

20 

this  thing,  but  I wondered  how  you  were  able  to 

21 

MS.  HALL:  Til  take  a bit  of  a 

21 

quantify  the  impact  of  the  increases  or  decreases 

22 

stab  at  that,  and  this  is  something  that  we  have 

22 

in  flights  on  residents  and/or  on  recreation. 

23 

talked  about  a little  bit,  the  fact  that  perhaps 

23 

Mr.  Youkey  spoke  about  the  impact 

24 

some  of  the  analysis  of  social  impact  is  — it's 

24 

on  goats,  and  how  the  numbers  didn't  change,  and  so 

25 

not  under  a heading  called  that,  and  perhaps  gets 

25 

on.  But  how  did  you  quantify  the  impact  on 
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1 residents  and/or  the  impact  on  recreation  from  1 994 

2 through  1999  or  2000? 

3 Thank  you. 

4 MS.  HALL:  Unfortunately,  I have 

5 to  say  we  really  have  not  quantified  that,  and 

6 can’t  really  quantify  that.  In  fact,  when  we  talk 

7 about  the  impacts  of  Alternative  A,  the  no-action, 

8 no-landing  alternative,  we  are  not  in  a position  to 

9 quantify  that,  either,  because  we  don’t  — no  one 

10  has  been  taking,  for  example,  a base  line  survey  in 

1 1 1 980  and  every  five  years  thereafter,  for  example, 

1 2 that  would  show  the  level  of  resident  satisfaction 

1 3 with  their  environment  all  over  those  periods,  so 

14  that  we  could  actually  quantify  what  percent  of  the 

1 5 people  were  happy  in  one  decade  versus  the  number 

16  of  people  who  are  happy  now,  or  something  of  that 
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1 Service,  from  ADF&G,  and  other  wildlife  biologists? 

2 Is  it  in  the  public  record?  If  so,  can  we  get 

3 copies  of  it  before  the  comment  deadline? 

4 MR.  YOUKEY:  Yes.  Earlier  surveys 

5 were  conducted  by  the  Alaska  Department  of  Fish  and 

6 Game.  So  you'd  have  to  go  to  them  for  that.  I 

7 have  got  summaries  of  that  data.  1 could  share  the 

8 numbers  with  you.  In  fact,  I think  they  are  in  the 

9 EIS. 

10  MR.  RORICK:  I mean  comments 

1 1 specifically  on  your  provisions  which  differ 

12  significantly  from  the  code  study.  Have  you  heard 

13  from  other  biologists  at  other  agencies?  Have  they 

14  commented  on  it?  Tm  sure  they  are  going  to  be 

1 5 putting  in  comments  on  this  process.  If  you  have 

16  them,  I would  like  to  see  them. 


17 

type. 

17 

MR.  GRIFFIN:  I don't  think  we 

18 

And  that  is,  I think,  what  you  are 

18 

have  anything  in  writing  from  any  of  the  other 

19 

getting  at,  which  would  — I think  that  is  what  you 

19 

agencies  right  now,  Mark,  on  the  other  studies,  on 

20 

are  getting  at,  how  you  quantify  that  And  the 

20 

the  data. 

21 

fact  is  that  we  can't  quantify  everything.  That's 

21 

MS.  HALL:  Yes? 

22 

one  of  the  things  that  we  really  didn't  try  to 

22 

MS.  HARRIS:  My  name  is  Pat 

23 

quantify. 

23 

Harris. 

24 

We  also  don’t  ~ we  have  talked  to 

24 

Don,  I was  just  wondering  if  you 

25 

the  CBJ,  for  example,  about  their  complaint  line  or 

25 

had  compared  the  goat  population  to  areas  that  have 
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1 

hot  line.  And  we  have  things  — we  have  reviewed 

1 

seen  no  impact  from  overflights? 

2 

the  trail  records,  and  there  are  a few  pieces  of 

2 

MR.  YOUKEY:  I really  would  like 

3 

information  around  where  people  have  an  opportunity 

3 

to  do  that,  and  had  planned  on  doing  that.  I 

4 

to  say,  "I  like  this,"  or  "I  don’t  like  this."  But 

4 

have  — may  have  enough  data  — it's  a real 

5 

none  of  that  provides  any  sort  of  a scientific 

5 

challenge  to  get  that  type  of  information. 

6 

basis  for  saying  that  things  are  better  or  things 

6 

MS.  HARRIS:  That  would  be  really 

7 

are  worse,  other  than  the  fact  that  a lot  of  people 

7 

useful,  I think. 

8 

are  saying  things  are  worse. 

8 

MAT  E SPEAKER:  What  was  the 

9 

MS.  WILLSON:  Thank  you. 

9 

question?  It  was  kind  of  hard  to  hear  the  question 

10 

MS.  HALL:  Okay.  Over  here? 

10 

back  here. 

11 

MR.  RORICK:  I had  a couple 

11 

MS.  HARRIS:  I just  wondered  if  he 

12 

questions  on  the  wildlife  — 

12 

had  any  data  from  areas  that  were  not  flown  over  at 

13 

MS.  HALL:  I'm  sorry.  Could  you 

13 

all,  un-aerially  used  areas. 

14 

give  your  name,  first,  please? 

14 

MR.  YOUKEY:  That's  a great 

15 

MR.  RORICK:  MaikRorick, 

15 

question.  It's  a real  complex  issue  because  we 

16 

R-O-R-I-C-K.  I'm  with  the  Sierra  Club.  This  is  on 

16 

have  — you  know,  every  area  has  microclimates. 

17 

the  wildlife  study.  Has  it  been  peer-reviewed?  Do 

17 

You’ve  got  weather  and  — the  factors  that  impact 

18 

you  have  other  agencies'  comments?  Are  they  in  the 

18 

goats  the  most  are  typically  weather,  actually, 

19 

public  record,  and  can  we  get  copies  of  them? 

19 

winter  severity,  and  then  predation.  The  Juneau 

20 

MR.  YOUKEY:  I guess  there  are 

20 

Icefield  probably  has  fewer  predators  because  -- 

21 

several  aspects  of  that.  Aerial  surveys  are 

21 

being  right  nestled  next  to  Juneau,  although  there 

22 

standard  procedure  used  all  over  the  country.  It's 

22 

certainly  are  wolves  up  there. 

23 

not  really  a study.  So,  yeah,  I take  that  — 

23 

And  thirdly,  hunting,  human 

24 

MR.  RORICK:  Have  you  received 

24 

predation,  which  has  been  — that  area  has  been 

25 

correspondence  from  the  US  Fish  and  Wildlife 

25 

closed  for  about  1 5 years  now.  But,  yes,  it  would 

, : 1 
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1 

be  really  interesting  to  look  at 

1 

MS.  THORPE:  Just  to  help  clarify 

2 

MS.  HARRIS:  How  about  Fish  and 

2 

the  difference  between  the  West  Glacier  Trail  and 

3 

Game  data?  Do  they  have  anything  that  you  could  — 

3 

the  McGinnis  Trail,  McGinnis  is  not  a managed 

4 

MS.  HALL:  Can  you  hear  the 

4 

trail.  That's  a route  that  people  have  picked  and 

5 

comment  in  the  back? 

5 

chosen  over  time.  It's  not  on  our  managed  trail 

6 

MALE  SPEAKER:  Yes. 

6 

system,  so  that  is  why  we  didn't  include  that  as  a 

7 

MR.  YOUKEY:  Unfortunately,  Fish 

7 

trail. 

8 

and  Game  data  — as  I said  earlier,  they  have  data. 

8 

MS.  HALL:  Okay. 

9 

but  it's  not  real  precise.  So  it  would  be  hard  to 

9 

MS.  LEVINE:  My  name  is  Joyce 

10 

make  those  comparisons.  I think  they  are  worth 

10 

Levine.  I was  just  wondering  if  the  wildlife  study 

11 

making  anyway  just  to  see  if  we  are  in  the 

11 

included  birds  and  raptors  in  their  population? 

12 

ballpark,  which  I feel  we  are. 

12 

MR.  YOUKEY : Again,  we  looked  at 

13 

I have  done  surveys  of  Prince 

13 

the  total  suite  of  species  in  the  project  area,  and 

14 

William  Sound,  Yakutat,  as  well  as  down  here, 

14 

focused  on  the  ones  that  we  anticipated  impacts  on. 

15 

Skagway,  and  the  Juneau  Icefield,  Chilkat  range.  I 

15 

That's  why,  pretty  much  — there  are  a half  dozen 

16 

feel  the  populations  are  about  where  they  should 

16 

species  mentioned  in  the  EIS,  and  the  ones  that 

17 

be,  but  that  is  a totally  qualitative  opinion. 

17 

have  the  most  potential  impact  are  the  ones  using 

18 

MR.  GRIFFIN:  Pat,  are  you  talking 

18 

the  alpine  areas.  So  we  didn't  spend  a lot  of  time 

19 

about  population  data  or  goat  response  to 

19 

on  birds,  raptors. 

20 

helicopter  noise  data? 

20 

MS.  LEVINE:  How  much  time  did  you 

21 

MS.  HARRIS:  Pm  talking  more 

21 

spend? 

22 

about  population  data.  When  he  says  the  population 

22 

MR.  YOUKEY:  In  my  mind,  enough  to 

23 

is  stable  or  increasing,  I was  wondering  if  he  had 

23 

rule  them  out  as  being  impacted.  Other  studies 

24 

other  data  to  compare  it  to. 

24 

done  on  noise  and  aircraft  overflights  and  birds  — 

25 

MS.  HALL:  Okay.  Right  here? 

25 

I guess  it  depends  on  the  context,  but  I reviewed. 
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1 

MS.  CARLS:  Becky  Carls.  If  you 

1 

you  know,  dozens  of  studies,  and  looking  at  the 

2 

are  wondering  how  to  quantify  the  effects  on 

2 

context  we  have  here,  I made  a decision  that  they 

3 

residents  over  time,  one  simple  way  to  do  it,  is  to 

3 

were  not  going  to  be  impacted. 

4 

just  check  with  residents  that  have  lived  here  for 

4 

MS.  HALL:  Iflcanaska 

5 

the  last  ten  years,  and  see  with  what  they  think  of 

5 

clarifying  question,  do  you  have  something 

6 

how  things  have  gone  in  the  last  ten  years.  That 

6 

particular  in  mind  that  you  are  concerned  about,  or 

7 

should  give  you  enough  background,  before  filings 

7 

thing  that  — 

8 

have  increased,  compared  to  now. 

8 

MS.  LEVINE:  Well,  eagles  are 

9 

And  then  on  page  2-8, 1 have  a 

9 

notorious  for  soaring  over  the  glacier,  and  I'm 

10 

question.  And  that's  how  you  determined  file 

10 

just  wondering  — we'll,  I can't  imagine  that  it 

11 

minimum  landing  distance  from  ends  of  trails,  and 

11 

would  not  have  an  effect  on  their  flight 

12 

whether  or  not  you  should  be  calling  the  West 

12 

patterns  — 

13 

Glacier  Trail  an  end  trail? 

13 

MS.  HALL:  Okay. 

14 

MR.  GRIFFIN:  I hesitate  to  say 

14 

MS.  LEVINE:  — with  helicopter 

15 

"arbitrary,"  but  we  just  looked  at  what  seemed  to 

15 

landings. 

16 

make  sense,  what  distance  was  an  appropriate 

16 

MS.  HALL:  On  flight  patterns,  or 

17 

standoff  distance  from  the  end  of  a trail.  And 

17 

on  collisions,  or  — 

18 

there  are  some  differences  between  the  trails,  and 

18 

MS.  LEVINE:  Yeah,  on  where  they 

19 

the  historical  use  areas,  too. 

19 

were  going,  you  know,  where  they  were  soaring,  and 

20 

MS.  CARLS:  Because  one  of  the 

20 

the  effect  that  that  had  on  them. 

21 

things,  when  you  are  getting  into  a hard  surface. 

21 

MS.  HALL:  Okay. 

22 

like  the  glacier  or  rocks  and  stuff,  is  that  the 

22 

MS.  LEVINE:  On  their  nests  and  in 

23 

noise  just  really  gets  bounced  off  in  there,  and 

23 

the  area. 

24 

you  might  need  more  than  a half  mile  for  it  to  not 

24 

MS.  HALL:  Okay.  Thank  you. 

25 

be  real  hard  on  somebody's  ears. 

25 

Right  here? 
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1 

MS.  CARLS:  Becky  Carls  again.  If 

1 

associated  with  the  minor  developments  that  they 

2 

I could  comment  on  that,  as  an  incidental  note,  I 

2 

requested? 

3 

live  on  Fritz  Cove,  and  I have  often  seen  the 

3 

MS.  THORPE:  Yes. 

4 

eagles  do  their  thing  normally,  and  then  be 

4 

MR.  GRIFFIN:  Basically,  what 

5 

interrupted  when  there  is  a lot  of  traffic  that  I 

5 

we're  doing,  Mark,  is  where  we  have  a concentrated 

6 

also  find  very  annoying.  We  have  flights  going 

6 

land  area,  we  are  calling  that  the  equivalent  of  a 

7 

both  directions  at  the  same  time,  and  it  has  just 

7 

minor  development  It  doesn't  mean  there  is  a 

8 

got  incredibly  noisy. 

8 

building  there,  necessarily.  In  some  cases  there 

9 

You'll  see  the  birds  just  all  get 

9 

is  a weather  port  and  a guide  there.  In  some 

10 

up  and  start  making  a lot  of  noise,  too,  and  flying 

10 

cases,  it's  just  a flat  spot  to  land. 

11 

around  making  a racket,  and  saying  "What* s going 

11 

MS.  HALL:  Okay.  Yes? 

12 

on?" 

12 

MR.  RORICK:  In  the  listing  of 

13 

It's  disturbing  to  them  in  certain 

13 

party  size  and  number  of  landings  at  these  enclaves 

14 

specific  instances,  I think.  And  I have  lived 

14 

by  site,  you  can  go  up  to  1 00, 1 believe,  in  the 

15 

there  long  enough  to  be  watching  eagles  a long 

15 

land  use  designation.  I assume  none  of  them  are 

16 

time. 

16 

approaching  that. 

17 

MS.  HALL:  Okay.  Thank  you. 

17 

MS.  THORPE:  In  the  EIS  - I cant 

18 

Right  here? 

18 

say  at  what  page  it  is  — but  there  is  a table  that 

19 

MR.  ROR1CK:  Well,  I have  thumbed 

19 

shows  how  many  landings  per  day,  per  site,  could 

20 

through  this  a few  times,  and  I'm  not  an  expert  on 

20 

occur  at  an  enclave. 

21 

this  DEIS  yet,  but  I have  not  found  a listing  of 

21 

MR.  RORICK:  Right  I was 

22 

the  precise  location  of  current  enclaves,  and  the 

22 

wondering  what  was  actually  happening  to  these 

23 

number  of  parties,  at  least  during  the  previous 

23 

enclaves?  I haven't  found  that  in  the  EIS.  I know 

24 

year,  that  were  actually  landing  at  these  enclaves. 

24 

there  is  a table  there  that  sets  out  the  standards 

25 

I see  a table  that  has  minor 

25 

and  the  guidelines,  but  it  hadn't  been  explained  in 
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1 

developments.  There  are  seven  or  eight  places  on 

1 

the  DEIS  what  exactly  is  occurring  at  the  enclaves 

2 

there  where  minor  developments  are  requested. 

2 

in  terms  of  those  numbers. 

3 

Do  those  coincide  with  enclaves? 

3 

MR.  GRIFFIN:  Currently? 

4 

How  many  enclaves  are  up  — are  there  up  there,  and 

4 

MS.  THORPE:  Currently. 

5 

exactly  where  are  they? 

5 

MR.  RORICK:  Yes. 

6 

MS.  HALL:  Laurie? 

6 

MS.  HALL:  Okay.  Thank  you.  And 

7 

MS.  THORPE:  The  enclaves  that  are 

7 

you  are  right.  It  doesn't  say  what  is  occurring  in 

8 

up  there  right  now  consist  of  — well,  that  were  up 

8 

each  of  those  areas. 

9 

there  for  this  summer  — was  a dogsled  mushing  camp 

9 

MR.  HINKLEY:  I have  a question. 

10 

on  the  west  branch  — middle  branch  of  the  Norris 

10 

This  is  Everett  Hinkley,  and  I have  a question  for 

11 

Glacier?  Middle  branch. 

11 

Pete.  This  regards  the  permitting  process  that  is 

12 

SPEAKER:  Middle  branch. 

12 

addressed  on  page  4-5.  It  says  that  "Because 

13 

MS.  THORPE:  Other  enclaves  are  on 

13 

permits  for  individual  helicopter  companies  will  be 

14 

the  Mendenhall  Glacier.  That  is  the  lower  site 

14 

awarded  through  a prospectus  and  bid  process 

15 

where  Temsco  has  a little  weather  port,  and  they 

15 

following  this  decision,  it  is  not  possible  to 

16 

moved  that  to  an  upper  Mendenhall  site  in  the 

16 

accurately  predict  the  number  of  helicopter  flights 

17 

summer,  where  they  do  the  same  activity,  where 

17 

over  specific  populated  areas." 

18 

groups  of  people  get  out  and  explore  the  glacier 

18 

I wondered  how  does  this  process 

19 

environment.  That's  on  the  eastern  side  of 

19 

work,  the  prospectus  and  bid  process,  and  will 

20 

Mendenhall  Glacier. 

20 

residential  noise  impacts  be  one  of  the  concerns 

21 

On  the  western  side  is  a small 

21 

that  would  be  an  impact  in  this  process? 

22 

enclave  where  a trucking  activity  takes  place  out 

22 

MR.  GRIFFIN:  Yes.  When  we  make 

23 

of  a small  weather  port,  as  well. 

23 

the  decision,  and  we  determine  how  many  landings 

24 

And  that's  it  for  enclaves. 

24 

are  going  to  be  available,  we  will  — and  we'll 

25 

MR  RORICK:  So  they  are  generally 

25 

probably  determine  on  a glacier-by-glacier  basis 
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1 

how  many  landings. 

1 

District  for  administering  the  special  uses 

2 

What  we'll  do  then  is  go  to 

2 

program. 

3 

companies  that  have  expressed  an  interest  in 

3 

We  also  have  a fee  demo  program 

4 

getting  permits  for  landings.  We  put  together  a 

4 

that  collects  50  cents  in  addition  per  person  that 

5 

bid  package  or  prospectus.  Basically,  what  well 

5 

lands  on  the  Juneau  Icefield  under  the  commercial 

6 

be  asking  any  interested  company  is:  "How  many 

6 

tours.  That  money  has  been  spent  on  development  of 

7 

landings  are  you  proposing?"  Or,  you  know,  "What 

7 

an  interpretive  brochure  for  icefield  customers, 

8 

share  would  you  like  of  this  pie?" 

8 

the  ones  that  land  there,  as  well  as  helping  to 

9 

We're  going  to  ask  questions  like. 

9 

fund  some  of  the  mountain  goat  studies  that  have 

10 

"How  much  are  you  willing  to  pay  for  this 

10 

been  going  on. 

11 

privilege?  What  type  of  tour  do  you  offer  to  your 

11 

MR.  REGES:  And  just  to  wrap  up  on 

12 

clients?  What  has  been  your  past  record?  How  well 

12 

fees,  after  this  bidding  process,  will  you  still  be 

13 

have  you  served  your  clients  in  the  past?" 

13 

going  back  to  that  Land  and  Resource  Management 

14 

We're  also  going  to  have  criteria 

14 

Fund?  Is  that  where  the  money  has  to  go  in  the 

15 

on  that  "How  do  you  propose  to  reduce  noise 

15 

future? 

16 

impacts,  in  particular,  to  residential  areas,  to 

16 

MR.  GRIFFIN:  Yes.  That  hasn't 

17 

residents  of  Juneau?"  And  I guess  some  other 

17 

changed  — although  that  may  change  in  the  future. 

18 

factors  may  be,  "What  steps  do  you  take  as  far  as 

18 

We  dont  know. 

19 

wildlife  interpretation?  What  steps  do  you  take 

19 

MR.  REGES:  But  you  anticipate  you 

20 

for  safety  that  may  go  beyond  the  FAA 

20 

will  get  15  percent  of  it? 

21 

requirements,"  and  things  like  that 

21 

MR.  GRIFFIN:  Yes. 

22 

We  haven't  sat  down  and  figured 

22 

MR.  REGES:  The  second  topic  has 

23 

out  exactly  which  of  those  evaluation  criteria 

23 

to  do  with  Coastal  Zone  Management,  the  interaction 

24 

we're  going  to  use,  and  there  may  be  others,  too. 

24 

or  lack  thereof.  That's  on  page  1-23  and  1-24. 

25 

Nor  have  we  sat  down  and  weighted  them  — not  yet. 

25 

Basically  you  say  that  under  some  memorandum  of 

Page  35 
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1 

anyway.  So  that  is  coming  up. 

1 

understanding,  normally  this  use  would  not  be 

2 

MS.  HALL:  Okay.  I think  I have 

2 

subjected  to  Coastal  Zone  Management 

3 

one  other  one  here. 

3 

My  question  first  is:  Are  you 

4 

MR.  REGES:  My  name  is  Robert 

4 

going  to  subject  yourself  to  Coastal  Zone 

5 

Reges.  I have  three  questions  or  three  topics  I 

5 

Management  review? 

6 

wanted  you  to  discuss,  Pete.  Since  you  are  on 

6 

MR.  GRIFFIN:  IH  be  making  a 

7 

money,  HI  start  with  that  one. 

7 

determination  of  whether  or  not,  for  one  thing,  our 

8 

In  Appendix  A,  at  A-2,  you  say 

8 

project  affects  the  coastal  zone  resources  under 

9 

that  currently  you  are  assessing  an  outfitter  guide 

9 

the  Coastal  Zone  Management  Act  and  the  Alaska 

10 

special  use  fee.  What  is  the  amount  of  the  fee, 

10 

Coastal  Management  Program. 

11 

and  what  is  it  used  for? 

11 

If  it  does,  HI  determine  whether 

12 

MR.  GRIFFIN:  How  much  is  the  fee, 

12 

or  not  we're  consistent  with  the  enforceable 

13 

Laurie? 

13 

policies  of  the  Alaska  Coastal  Management  Program. 

14 

MS.  THORPE:  We  collect  $2.55  per 

14 

And  if  I make  that  determination,  that  is  subject 

15 

client  that  lands  on  the  icefield. 

15 

to  review  by  the  state.  And  they  will  — 

16 

MR.  REGES:  Is  that  like  a head 

16 

MR.  REGES:  So  you  are  going  to 

17 

tax,  $2.55  per  person? 

17 

make  your  own  consistency  finding? 

18 

MS.  THORPE:  It's  a flat  fee  per 

18 

MR.  GRIFFIN:  That  is  the  way  that 

19 

person. 

19 

works. 

20 

MR.  REGES:  Okay.  And  what  is  the 

20 

MR.  REGES:  Under  the  MOU  that  you 

21 

money  used  for? 

21 

have  now? 

22 

MS.  THORPE:  It  goes  into  the  Land 

22 

MR.  GRIFFIN:  Yes. 

23 

and  Water  Conservation  Fund.  That's  the  authority 

23 

MR.  REGES:  And  then  the  third  one 

24 

it's  collected  under.  It  goes  to  Washington,  D.C. 

24 

was  on  social  encounters.  When  I challenged  you 

25 

We  get  back  1 5 percent  of  that  to  the  Juneau  Ranger 

25 

last  winter  on  your  renewing  of  the  permit,  you 

10  (Pages  34  to  37) 


Glacier  Stenographic  Reporters  Inc. 
glaciersteno@gci.net  * (907)  789-9028 


F-200  • Appendix  F 


Helicopter  Landing  Tours  on  the  Juneau  Icefield  2003-2007 


Public  Meeting  on  the  DEIS/Helicopter  Landings 
on  the  Juneau  Icefield  2002-2006 


j 

Page  38 

Page  40 

1 

informed  me  under  Appendix  B — these  are  under 

1 

semi-primitive  classifications  is  being  used  in  the 

2 

your  ROS  standards  under  Appendix  B — you  informed 

2 

two  land  use  designations  up  there.  And  that  would 

3 

me  that  you  did  not  consider  an  overflight  of  a 

3 

be  nice. 

4 

helicopter  to  be  a social  encounter  to  a person  on 

4 

MS.  HALL:  Okay.  I think  we'll 

5 

the  ground.  Is  that  still  your  position  as  you 

5 

take  that  as  kind  of  a comment  of  things  that  are 

6 

work  through  this  EIS? 

6 

not  clear,  and  we  may  need  to  provide  another  map 

7 

MR.  GRIFFIN:  Yes. 

7 

and  a better  correlation  between  the  land  use 

8 

MR.  REGES:  See  you  in  court. 

8 

designations  and  the  recreation  opportunity 

9 

MR.  GRIFFIN : Do  I have  to  talk  to 

9 

spectrums. 

10 

you  anymore? 

10 

MR.  DIPPOLD:  Ron  Dippold.  Two 

11 

MS.  HART:  That  sort  of  follows 

11 

last  questions.  I see  nothing  in  the  whole  EIS 

12 

up  — I couldn't  tie  the  Appendix  B recreation 

12 

that  says  how  many  ships,  boats,  barges,  whatever. 

13 

opportunity  spectrum  into  anything.  There  is  the 

13 

hotels,  or  busses  are  involved  in  Alternative  A,  to 

14 

LUD  map  in  the  front,  but  there  is  nothing  — I 

14 

A,  B,  C,  D,  E,  F,  G — how  many  differences  in  the 

15 

couldn't  tie  them  in  together.  I didn't  really 

15 

ships  that  come  in,  and  how  many  more  miles  on  the 

16 

understand  why  Appendix  B was  there  because  it 

16 

busses,  and  how  many  more  are  needed  to  run  around 

17 

doesn't  tie  into  any  explanation  in  the  text 

17 

our  streets,  the  impact  of  those.  I don't  see  that 

18 

And  throughout  the  recreational 

18 

anywhere. 

19 

opportunities  spectrum  classes,  there  is  discussion 

19 

And  the  other  question  — and  then 

20 

of  sounds  of  human  activity,  which  I would  assume 

20 

m shut  up.  All  the  EISs  I have  seen  for  the 

21 

that  a helicopter  would  be  a sound  of  human 

21 

last  20-some  years  have  eagle  nest  trees  plotted. 

22 

activity,  as  opposed  to  a bird  or  something. 

22 

and  I'm  sure  they  could  do  it  on  these  maps.  These 

23 

And  so  throughout  these,  there 

23 

are  pretty  good  maps,  right?  But  they  should  have 

24 

is  — "sound  of  human  activity"  seems  to  be  the 

24 

eagle  nest  trees  plotted  on  them. 

25 

primary  mention  under  remoteness,  but  I couldn't 

25 

MS.  HALL:  Thank  you.  They  are. 

Page  39 
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1 

tell  where  we  were  in  this  spectrum  in  any  of  the 

1 

MR.  DIPPOLD:  Okay.  One  map  has 

2 

LUDs,  or  how  any  of  it  tied  in  together. 

2 

it?  Okay.  I take  that  one  back  then. 

3 

MR.  GRIFFIN:  We  have  — do  we 

3 

But  was  that  in  here,  on  busses 

4 

have  a recreational  opportunity  spectrum  map  in  the 

4 

and  the  impact  and  ships,  the  number  of  cruise 

5 

DEIS? 

5 

ships?  Because  we  want  to  reduce  those,  but  I 

6 

MS.  THORPE:  It  isn't  in  the  DEIS. 

6 

didn't  see  it  in  here. 

7 

We  could  put  it  in  the  DEIS.  It  is  quite  similar 

7 

MS.  HALL:  No.  There,  in  fact,  is 

8 

to  the  land  use  designation  map,  as  far  as  the  ROS 

8 

not  anything  in  there  about  whether  cruise  ships 

9 

goes. 

9 

would  — let  me  ask  you  a clarifying  question.  Are 

10 

MS.  HART:  But  I don't  know 

10 

you  thinking  Alternative  A versus  the  other 

11 

which  — when  are  — 

11 

alternatives  would  have  — 

12 

MS.  THORPE:  In  the  explanation  or 

12 

MR.  DIPPOLD:  You  are  correct. 

13 

description  of  the  land  use  designation,  it  does 

13 

because  you  bring  it  in.  You  mention  about  how 

14 

tell  what  recreation  opportunity  spectrum  is  the 

14 

it's  going  to  affect  the  cruise  ships  in  here.  I 

15 

goal  to  achieve  in  each  land  use  designation,  and 

15 

read  it  someplace  in  here.  You  know,  you  get  so 

16 

that  is  for  the  primitive  and  the  remote 

16 

many  that  come  off  of  each  cruise  ship,  20  percent 

17 

recreation,  and  semi-primitive  ROS,  and  the 

17 

or  30  percent.  So  what  if  you  are  back  to  A and 

18 

semi-remote  recreation.  Those  are  the  two 

18 

you  don't  have  any?  Is  that  going  to  affect  the 

19 

primary  — 

19 

number  of  cruise  ships?  Because  it's  going  to 

20 

MR.  RORICK:  But  there  is  some 

20 

definitely  going  to  affect  the  number  of  busses 

21 

slack  in  there,  also.  You  can  have  a 

21 

that  are  out  here  garbaging  up  the  highway. 

22 

semi-permanent  — I believe,  even  in  a wilderness 

22 

MS.  HALL:  Okay.  We'll  think 

23 

area  in  some  cases,  but  you  also  have  these 

23 

about  that  Til  say  about  Alternative  A,  we  don't 

24 

nonmotorized  and  motorized  ROSs.  There  is  no  map 

24 

have  a lot  of  quantified  information  about  it. 

25 

or  anything  dealing  with  which  one  of  those 

25 

because  we  really  don't  have  a good  idea  about  what 
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1 

would  happen  if  there  were  no  landings,  and,  for 

1 

But  I really  won't  be  able  to  base 

2 

example,  the  percent  of  cruise  ship  passengers  who 

2 

a decision  on  that  report,  particularly  if 

3 

might  choose  to  take  a fixed-wing  flight  or  a 

3 

satellite  heliports  are  recommended,  because  they 

4 

helicopter  flight  that  didn't  land,  or  if  they 

4 

are  not  in  existence  yet.  So  I can't  base  a 

5 

would  skip  the  icefield  and  stay  in  town,  or  go  on 

5 

decision  on  what  might  be  speculation. 

6 

the  river  trip,  or  do  some  other  activity. 

6 

For  example,  I can't  say  this 

7 

We  don't  have  a — we  really 

7 

year,  next  two  years,  we’re  going  to  have  X number 

8 

didn’t  feel  like  we  had  a way,  hypothetically,  to 

8 

of  flights,  and  then,  in  two  years,  when  these 

9 

figure  out  what  people  would  do  if  the  opportunity 

9 

heliports  are  built,  the  number  of  landings  is 

10 

wasn't  available. 

10 

going  to  be  three  times  the  amount.  I cant  do 

11 

MR.  DIPPOLD:  Okay.  That's  die 

11 

that  because  it’s  speculative. 

12 

part  — I think  that's  part  of  that  social  impact 

12 

When  we  get  die  final  report,  and 

13 

that  Ms.  Hart  was  talking  about 

13 

the  CBJ  sits  down  with  us  and  says,  you  know,  "This 

14 

MS.  HALL:  Okay.  Over  here  again? 

14 

looks  like  this  might  be  a good  solution  for  noise 

15 

MR.  RORICK:  This  is  Mark  Rorick 

15 

problems.  What  can  we  do?"  At  that  point,  we 

16 

again.  I have  one  more  thing  on  my  list  of  things 

16 

would  have  to  change  the  decision  I'm  going  to  make 

17 

I thought  should  have  been  in  the  DEIS  that  wasn't. 

17 

in  this  EIS. 

18 

or  that  I haven't  found  yet  I'll  qualify  that 

18 

So  we  would  have  to  do  some 

19 

They  might  be  there,  but  I didn't  see  them. 

19 

additional  environmental  analysis  to  take  a remote 

20 

There  seems  to  be  no 

20 

heliport  site  into  account,  and  that  may  be 

21 

quantification  of  die  number  of  non-landing 

21 

required  before  one  is  built.  So  — 

22 

flights,  both  flightseeing  and  some  kind  of  handle 

22 

MR.  QUIGLEY : So  is  it  a matter  of 

23 

on  the  other  kind  of  flights.  This  is  critical  in 

23 

including  the  wording  "analysis"  in  die  EIS? 

24 

addressing  cumulative  impacts  of  the  permitted 

24 

MR.  GRIFFIN:  Yes.  Environmental 

25 

flights  to  the  whole  situation  that  people  face  in 

25 

analysis  can  take  several  different  forms.  It  can 

Page  43 
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1 

the  neighborhoods  and  in  recreational  areas  in  the 

1 

be  documented  several  different  ways.  An  EIS  is 

2 

city  and  borough. 

2 

one  way.  An  environmental  assessment  is  another 

3 

MS.  HALL:  Okay.  Some  of  that  is 

3 

way.  And  the  decision  memo  is  yet  a different  way. 

4 

addressed  in  die  discussion  of  cumulative  impacts, 

4 

And  each  — and  that  goes  from  very  complex  to  very 

5 

but  I think  you  are  right  in  terms  of  our  not 

5 

simple. 

6 

having,  like,  1 00  percent  We  don’t  have  a firm 

6 

Until  we  see  what  the 

7 

count  of  how  many  flights  there  are  altogether  of 

7 

recommendation  might  be,  or  what  die  overall 

8 

all  types  to  say  for  the  landing  tours  in  the 

8 

impacts  could  be,  we’re  not  going  to  sit  here  and 

9 

context  of  the  total  flight  activity.  We  don’t 

9 

tell  you  right  now  that  it  will  be  a supplemental 

10 

have  those  numbers. 

10 

environmental  impact  statement  We  won't  commit  to 

11 

Over  here? 

11 

that  at  this  point 

12 

MR.  QUIGLEY : My  name  is  Dylan 

12 

But  there  will  have  to  be  some 

13 

Quigley.  In  reference  to  the  — at  the  outset,  if 

13 

additional  environmental  analysis,  with  the  public 

14 

the  CBJ  does  go  with  having  satellite  heliports,  it 

14 

involved,  as  well. 

15 

says  here  that  additional  environmental  analysis 

15 

MS.  HALL:  Okay.  A question  way 

16 

may  be  required. 

16 

back  there  in  the  back? 

17 

Would  this  EIS  already  have  been 

17 

MR.  BENTLEY:  Yes.  My  name  is  Jim 

18 

enacted,  and  then  would  putting  that  analysis  in 

18 

Bentley,  and  I have  a question  regarding  Alternate 

19 

the  future  regarding  satellite  heliports  take  on 

19 

E,  the  proposed  action,  and  specifically:  How  did 

20 

EIS  status,  with  the  public  process,  too? 

20 

we  end  up  with  that  as  the  only  alternative  of  the 

21 

MR.  GRIFFIN:  That’s  a good 

21 

different  spreads  with  a proposal  to  enter  into  the 

22 

question.  The  contractor's  report  is  due  to  CBJ 

22 

Antler  Glacier  Lake  area? 

23 

sometime  this  month.  There  will  be  a public 

23 

As  I understand  it,  that  would 

24 

meeting  later  this  month,  and  well  incorporate 

24 

require  an  environmental  impact  statement  in  order 

25 

what  we  can  from  that  report  into  our  final  EIS. 

25 

for  that  to  even  be  considered.  It  seems  to  me 

12  (Pages  42  to  45) 


Glacier  Stenographic  Reporters  Inc. 
glaciersteno@gci.net  * (907)  789-9028 


F-202  • Appendix  F 


Helicopter  Landing  Tours  on  the  Juneau  Icefield  2003-2007 


Public  Meeting  on  the  DEIS/Helicopter  Landings 
on  the  Juneau  Icefield  2002-2006 


A 

Page  46 

Page  48 

1 

there  is  hardly  time  for  that  and  still  come  up 

1 

Handbook,  again,  is  a section  that  apparently 

2 

with  a timely  decision  on  this  draft  EIS  here,  and 

2 

hasn’t  been  reviewed  recently.  Section  3 1 .4 1 . It 

3 

why  was  that  the  only  alternative  that  proposal  was 

3 

talks  about  area  of  influence,  and  it  describes 

4 

considering? 

4 

that  it  should  be  large  enough  to  include  people 
most  subject  to  direct  or  indirect  social  effects. 

5 

MR.  GRIFFIN:  We  formed  the 

5 

6 

proposed  action  based  on  input  from  the  companies. 

6 

And  that  the  boundaries  should  be  along  county  — 

7 

We  went  out  to  them  and  said,  "We  are  coming  to  the 

7 

which  we  would  say  borough  - lines  when  feasible. 

8 

end  of  this  five-year  period.  We'd  like  to  find 

8 

And  the  boundaries  that  are  put  on 

9 

out  what  you  are  proposing  for  the  future  so  we  can 

9 

here  — I recognize  that  you  just  took,  for  a 

10 

start  an  EIS." 

10 

starting  point,  what  was  there  before,  and  we 

11 

So  the  companies  gave  us 

11 

didn't  catch  it  before,  but  those  boundaries  are 

12 

proposals,  and  one  of  the  proposals  was  a landing 

12 

really  flawed.  So  are  they  going  to  be  corrected. 

13 

at  Antler  Lake  or  Antler  Glacier,  combination.  So 

13 

and  will  stuff  be  re-analyzed  based  on  including 

14 

we  put  together  the  proposed  action,  and  we  sent 

14 

all  of  Douglas? 

15 

the  notice  of  intent  to  the  Federal  Register.  It 

15 

MR.  GRIFFIN:  Ifs  a matter  of 

16 

was  published,  and  that  is  the  basis  for  starting 

16 

redrawing  that  line.  It  won’t  require  any 

17 

your  environmental  impact  statement  process.  And 

17 

additional  analysis.  Seriously,  we  are  looking  at  * 

18 

we  conducted  the  scoping  based  on  that 

18 

all  the  effects,  and  the  noise  impacts  follow 

19 

Well,  we  found  out,  in  taking  a 

19 

inside  that  project  boundary  line.  We  can  change 

20 

closer  look  at  the  Tongass  Land  Management  Plan, 

20 

that.  That's  not  a big  deal. 

21 

and  looking  at  some  of  the  buffers  that  are 

21 

I know  someone  mentioned  that 

22 

required  from  mountain  goat  habitat,  that  it's 

22 

their  neighborhood  wasn't  noted  as  being  affected. 

23 

virtually  impossible  to  fly  in  to  Antler  Lake  and 

23 

and  we  can  change  that,  as  well. 

24 

conduct  any  aircraft  activities  in  there,  and  stay 

24 

MS.  HALL:  Okay. 

25 

outside  those  1,500-foot  buffers  that  are 

25 

MS.  HART:  I'm  sorry.  I'm 
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1 

prescribed  by  TLMP. 

1 

being  — 

2 

So  we  had  a choice.  If  we  chose 

2 

MS.  HALL:  That's  what  we're  here 

3 

to  follow  that  through,  through  the  EIS,  it  would 

3 

for. 

4 

have  required  a Forest  Plan  amendment  And  that 

4 

MS.  HART:  I'm  really  concerned 

5 

would  have  taken  the  decision  to  a higher 

5 

that  the  whole  social  analysis  — which  I think  is 

6 

authority,  I think  the  forest  supervisor  or 

6 

key,  because  there  are  a lot  of  issues  that  go 

7 

regional  forester.  I think  it  was  the  forest 

7 

beyond  annoyance  — that  whole  social  analysis, 

1 8 

supervisor. 

8 

which  was  mandated,  was  left  out  of  this. 

9 

We  chose  not  to  do  that  So  it 

9 

And  based  on  what  I'm  reading. 

10 

remained  in  the  proposed  action,  because  we  didn't 

10 

ifs  going  to  require  original  research  from  you 

11 

want  to  go  back  and  change  the  proposed  action,  and 

11 

all  to  address  some  of  the  issues,  because,  as  you 

12 

go  back  to  the  Federal  Register  with  a revised 

12 

say,  nobody  has  been  collecting  this  data. 

13 

Notice  of  Intent 

13 

And  so  I'm  trying  to  figure  out 

14 

So  that's  why  if  s only  in  there 

14 

how  this  will  fit  in  with  the  permits  expiring  and 

15 

in  the  proposed  action.  It's  not  in  any  of  the 

15 

the  deadline,  and  a chance  to  comment  on  a complete 

16 

other  alternatives.  Is  that  — 

16 

document. 

17 

MR.  BENTLEY:  If  the  Antler  River 

17 

MR.  GRIFFIN:  What  we  do  is  we 

18 

issue  is  not  capable  --  is  not  able  to  do  this, 

18 

make  our  decisions  based  on  the  best  data  we  have 

19 

does  that  squash  Proposal  E,  or  will  you  modify 

19 

available.  In  some  cases,  we  do  collect  more,  but 

20 

Proposal  E? 

20 

ifs  — 111  make  a decision  if  I think  we  have 

21 

MR.  GRIFFIN:  If  I were  to  select 

21 

sufficient  information,  or  if  I have  sufficient 

22 

that  alternative,  I would  modify  it  by  dropping  the 

22 

information  to  make  a decision.  Some  folks  may 

23 

Antler  Glacier  from  it. 

23 

disagree. 

24 

MS.  HALL:  Okay.  Karla? 

24 

MS.  HART:  Probably. 

25 

MS.  HURT:  In  the  Forest  Service 

25 

MS.  HALL:  Okay.  Question?  Go 
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1 

ahead. 

1 

much  lower  lever  than  the  FAA.  They  suggested  55 

2 

MS.  CARLS:  Figure  2-1  on 

2 

decibels,  and  above  that  being  really  annoying  to 

3 

page  2-2  — I have  a couple  of  little  points  on 

3 

people;  and  the  FAA  uses  65.  The  FAA  is  in  the 

4 

that  just  because  some  things  don't  seem  to  be 

4 

business  of  keeping  planes  going.  I'm  wondering 

5 

quite  right  The  point  for  1994,  which  is  the 

5 

why  you  chose  one  over  the  other? 

6 

number  you  are  using  of  1 1 ,08 1 , on  the  graph  it's  a 

6 

MALE  SPEAKER:  We  need  a few  more 

7 

lot  higher  than  that  And  then  the  point  you  use 

7 

decibels  back  here  so  we  can  hear. 

8 

for  this  year  is  assumed  to  be  that  they  used  all 

8 

(Laughter) 

9 

the  landings,  and  maybe  that  should  be  modified. 

9 

MS.  HALL:  The  question  was  with 

10 

Hopefully  you'll  have  that  number  before  you 

10 

respect  to  the  FAA,  most  of  the  FAA  documentation 

11 

publish  the  final  one. 

11 

and  requirements  talk  about  a 65-decibel  level  as 

12 

MR.  GRIFFIN:  Sure.  We  can  update 

12 

being  the  threshold  for  annoyance,  and  there  are 

13 

that 

13 

EPA  and  other  studies  that  suggest  55  decibels. 

14 

MS.  HALL:  Well  take  a look  at 

14 

And  I suppose  the  choice  goes  to 

15 

it 

15 

sticking  with  the  official  — the  official  type  of 

16 

MS.  CARLS:  Two  more.  You  mention 

16 

analysis  is  usually  done  by  the  agencies,  rather 

17 

on  page  2-28,  the  Mendenhall  Glacier  Recreation 

17 

than  going  off  into  a different  arena,  but  we 

18 

Area  is  off-limits  to  helicopter  landing  tours.  I 

18 

acknowledge  — I mean,  we  know  and  we  acknowledge 

19 

dont  know  if  they  have  looked  at  this  for  an 

19 

that  there  is  a lot  of  research  and  a lot  of 

20 

alternative  satellite  heliport  thing  or  not,  but  it 

20 

difference  of  opinion  as  to  what  the  appropriate 

21 

seems  like  until  they  really  check  things  out  for 

21 

threshold  is. 

22 

sure,  we  should  leave  tilings  open. 

22 

And  then,  indeed,  in  the  studies 

23 

I know  that  helicopters  have 

23 

here,  we  have  tried  to  acknowledge  those 

24 

landed  up  at  the  glacier  this  summer  as  an 

24 

differences,  and  also  look  at  some  things  like 

25 

emergency  kind  of  thing.  I never  heard  boo  from 

25 

frequency  and  other  things,  which  are  a big  factor 
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1 

anybody  that  was  living  in  the  area  that  it 

1 

here,  as  opposed  to  the  absolute  decibel  level. 

2 

happened. 

2 

MS.  CARLS:  It  might  be  a good 

3 

So,  I don’t  know.  Maybe  if  there 

3 

idea  to  also  include  the  EPA's  opinion  on  noise 

4 

is  a whole  lot  of  it,  you'll  notice,  but  one 

4 

levels  in  here. 

5 

doesn't  make  any  difference.  But  it  should  be 

5 

MS.  HALL:  Okay.  Thank  you. 

6 

investigated.  I'm  wondering  why  you  are  just 

6 

MR.  RORICK:  I don't  know  how  much 

7 

saying  no? 

7 

of  these  things  are  going  to  end  up  in  the  final, 

8 

MR.  GRIFFIN:  That  decision  was 

8 

but  it’s  a shame  that  they  can't  be  in  the  draft 

9 

made  back  in  1995  with  the  Mendenhall  Glacier 

9 

But  I'm  wondering  if  there  is 

10 

Recreation  Area  EIS.  There  was  a decision  made 

10 

information  on  how  many  flights  are  carried  over 

11 

then  in  that  EIS  that  there  would  be  no  helicopter 

11 

from  bad  weather  days  to  sunny  weather  days?  You 

12 

landing  tours  in  the  recreation  area. 

12 

permit  them  on  a season  basis,  and  you  give  an 

13 

MS.  CARLS:  And  that  cant  be 

13 

average  per  day.  But  having  some  kind  of  handle  on 

14 

modified? 

14 

what  actually  happens  on  a sunny  day,  with  the 

15 

MR.  GRIFFIN:  Oh,  sure.  Sure, 

15 

carryover,  would  be  helpful. 

16 

that  could  be  modified.  And,  in  fact,  the 

16 

And  also  it  would  give  people  a 

17 

contractor  did  look  at  potential  heliports  within 

17 

chance  to  assess  the  effects  of  a proposal  that  has 

18 

the  Mendenhall  Glacier  Recreation  Area,  and  did 

18 

been  floating  around  --  a very  creative,  good 

19 

conduct  some  sound  studies  there. 

19 

proposal,  I think  — that  would  say  if  you  dont 

20 

MS.  CARLS:  Okay.  Good.  And  then 

20 

use  it  that  day,  you  lose  the  permit,  and  what  that 

21 

the  last  thing  is  that  I had  a really  good  document 

21 

would  do  to  the  total  number  of  landings. 

22 

from  the  EPA  about  noise  studies,  which 

22 

In  other  words,  not  allow  the 

23 

unfortunately  slipped  through  my  fingers,  and  I'm 

23 

front-loading  or  the  back-loading  of  activity  into 

24 

hoping  to  get  another  copy. 

24 

the  sunny  days  which  we  all  enjoy,  as  rare  as  they 

25 

But,  as  I recall,  they  suggested  a 

25 

are. 
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1 

FEMALE  SPEAKER:  They  should 

1 

decimated? 

2 

contract  them  on  rainy  days. 

2 

MALE  SPEAKER:  I can  just  say  that 

3 

MR.  D1PPOLD:  I wouldn’t  put  this 

3 

there  is,  like.  Cascade  Manor  over  here,  and  south 

4 

under  the  question,  but  if  you  are  really 

4 

of  the  airport,  in  the  immediate  airport  area,  over 

5 

considering  helicopters  up  at  the  glacier  visitors' 

5 

the  last  ten  years,  people  don't  put  their  houses 

6 

center,  all  hell  is  going  to  break  loose. 

6 

on  the  market  until  the  winter  comes.  People  don't 

7 

First  of  all,  the  recreation  area 

7 

like  to  talk  about  it,  because  it  affects  — what 

8 

can't  put  them  in  there.  You've  got  the  noise. 

8 

else  do  you  have,  if  you  are  a working  person,  but 

9 

You’ve  got  the  people  that  live  around  it,  and  plus 

9 

your  home? 

10 

you've  got  the  big  increase  in  bus  traffic.  There 

10 

You  don't  sell  a house  in  the 

11 

are  already  too  damn  many  busses  going  up  there. 

11 

summertime  in  a lot  of  these  areas.  You  put  them 

12 

So  don't  — or  else  things  are 

12 

on  the  market  in  the  winter.  And  it  used  to  be  you 

13 

going  to  come  to  a real  halt  very  fast  - consider 

13 

could  call  the  operators  here,  and  you  could  say, 

14 

any  helicopters  landing  up  there. 

14 

"Can  you  help  us  out?  Can  you  move  away  a little 

15 

Now,  somebody  brought  up,  "Well, 

15 

bit?"  And  they'd  work  with  you. 

16 

it  was  an  emergency."  Nobody  in  their  right  mind 

16 

Well,  now  they  say  — there  are 

17 

is  going  to  bitch  about  an  emergency  helicopter. 

17 

just  too  many  of  them  in  there.  You've  got  ERA  now 

18 

They  can  land  in  my  backyard  if  they  want  to,  if 

18 

flying  through  here,  into  here,  and  they  go  right 

19 

they  need  to. 

19 

by  here.  They  are  all  squeezed  in  a corridor.  And 

20 

But  don't  start  working  a 

20 

they  say,  "Well,  the  tower  is  making  us  fly  a new 

21 

commercial  outfit  out  of  the  Mendenhall  Recreation 

21 

path.  We  can't  adjust  anything." 

22 

Area,  or  there  is  going  to  be  all  hell  to  pay. 

22 

I mean,  that's  it  now.  There 

23 

MS.  HALL:  Okay.  Thank  you. 

23 

isn't  any  working  with  the  residents  in  the  area. 

24 

Another  question  over  here? 

24 

They  say,  "That's  your  problem."  And  it  is  a 

25 

MS.  HOOD:  I'm  Dixie  Hood.  I 

25 

dramatic  effect.  I just  wanted  to  say  that. 
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1 

don't  know  whether  this  would  be  in  terms  of  social 

1 

MS.  HALL:  Okay.  Thank  you. 

2 

impact  or  economic  impact,  but  I'm  wondering  if 

2 

Could  you  give  your  name  for  the  court  reporter? 

3 

there  was  any  research  done  into  impact  on  real 

3 

MALE  SPEAKER:  I dont  want  to  be 

4 

estate  values  in  those  locations  that  were 

4 

in  the  newspaper.  How  is  that? 

5 

originally  fairly  peaceful,  and  have  had  a steady 

5 

MS.  HALL:  Okay.  Right  here? 

6 

increase  in  maybe  not  very  loud  noises,  but 

6 

MS.  TERREL:  Paula  Terrel.  Ilive 

7 

incessant  droning. 

7 

on  Thane.  I just  want  to  mention  a couple  of 

8 

MALE  SPEAKER:  Ours  have  been 

8 

things.  You  might,  at  some  point,  want  to  take  a 

9 

decimated.  Our  real  estate  values  have  been 

9 

look  at  the  noise  study  that  was  done  for  the  city 

10 

decimated. 

10 

by  Town,  Richards,  and  Schroeder  (ph)  during  the 

11 

MS.  HALL:  We  have  not  done  any 

11 

hearings  on  the  AJ  mine.  It  was  done  by  an 

12 

original  research  on  that,  and  we  did  depend  on 

12 

independent  organization,  and  it  only  relates  to 

13 

some  information  that  came  from  the  assessor  in 

13 

downtown  and  Douglas. 

14 

some  earlier  meetings  sponsored  by  the  city  and 

14 

However,  it  does  very  good  work  on 

15 

borough  that  said  that  the  assessor  did  not  have 

15 

the  base  line,  and  that  is  something  that  --  and 

16 

evidence  of  a negative  impact  on  property  values, 

16 

they  were  not  biased.  They  were  hired  by  the  city, 

17 

based  on,  say,  the  noisier  areas  versus  quieter 

17 

and  I really  think  that  maybe  that  is  something 

18 

neighborhoods. 

18 

that  needs  to  be  done,  is  an  unbiased  noise  study. 

19 

Now,  if — 

19 

We  had  to  work  very  hard  to  get  a study  that  was 

20 

MS.  HOOD:  The  realtors  might  have 

20 

acceptable  to  both  industry  and  the  residents,  and 

21 

a different  view  on  that. 

21 

Town,  Richards,  and  Schroeder  were  hired.  That's 

22 

MS.  HALL:  Well,  that  is  a 

22 

one  thing. 

23 

thought.  They  might.  Okay.  Let  me  ask  you  — I 

23 

But  on  the  other  — 

24 

think  I heard  somebody  say  over  there  that  they 

24 

MS.  HALL:  Okay. 

25 

thought  their  real  estate  values  have  been 

25 

MS.  TERREL:  — I'm  speaking  as 
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1 

myself.  However,  I've  been  on  the  board  of  the 

1 

definitions  of  heliports,  helistops,  helilandings, 

2 

Thane  Neighborhood  Association  for  well  over  ten 

2 

and  within  those  titles,  you  have  various  swing 

3 

years.  I have  to  tell  you  that  just  recently, 

3 

operations  going  on,  or  just  stops,  or  fuel  coming 

4 

there  have  been  several  people  in  this  area  — 

4 

in,  and  tourism  happening. 

5 

whether  it's  Thane  or  not  — that  have  tried  to 

5 

That  has  a huge  impact  if  you 

6 

sell  their  house  and  can’t  because  they  have  been 

6 

start  — if  you  get  where  there  is  a lot  more 

7 

told  that  the  noise  didn't  allow  them  to  purchase. 

7 

activity  happening,  the  impact  of  getting  the  raw 

8 

Now,  I’m  not  even  saying  that’s  on 

8 

goods  up  there  for  600,  800  xiogs  up  there  instead 

9 

Thane,  because  if  I said  that,  I would  be 

9 

of 200,  you  are  going  to  have  all  these  provisions 

10 

jeopardizing  other  people. 

10 

to  provide  for  and  generators  and  huge  enclaves. 

11 

The  point  is,  people  are  not  going 

11 

Therefore,  wouldn't  the  impact  be 

12 

to  be  telling  you  this  because  they  are  afraid,  and 

12 

such  that  you  would  have  to  include  something  in  an 

13 

rightly  so,  that  if  they  say,  "I  can't  sell  my 

13 

alternative  for  all  these  other  things  that  are 

14 

house  because  people  have  told  me  they  won’t  buy  it 

14 

going  to  take  place  to  get  the  goods  up  there? 

15 

because  of  the  noise,"  well,  what  does  that  do? 

15 

MR.  GRIFFIN:  I think  the  service 

16 

Then  they  really  can't  sell  their  house. 

16 

trips  for  any  of  the  developments  or  enclaves  up  on 

17 

So,  I mean,  you  have  got  a real 

17 

the  icefield  are  accounted  for  in  the  cumulative 

18 

Catch-22  here.  And  there  has  got  to  be  some  way 

18 

effects. 

19 

that  you  can  quantify  it  or  work  with  it  But  you 

19 

MR.  QUIGLEY:  Cumulative  effects? 

20 

can’t  expect  people  to  come  out  and  say,  "I  tried 

20 

MR.  GRIFFIN:  Cumulative  effects, 

21 

to  sell  my  house,  and  I live  in  such-and-such,  and 

21 

yes,  for  the  development  up  on  the  icefield.  There 

22 

they  won’t  buy  if"  because  you  are  screwed. 

22 

are  a certain  number  of  additional  helicopter  trips 

23 

So  I really  think  that  some  effort 

23 

for  dogs,  for  — 

24 

needs  to  be  made  to  quantify  this,  to  work  with  it. 

24 

MR.  QUIGLEY:  Is  there  any 

25 

And  you  are  not  going  to  get  it  just  by  asking 

25 

regulatory  management  of  what  is  going  in,  what  is 
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1 

people  to  tell  you  the  truth.  I'm  sorry. 

1 

up  there,  and  the  safety  practices  of  carrying 

2 

MS.  HALL:  Okay.  Right  here? 

2 

fuel,  and  all  these  other  things  under  your 

3 

MR.  QUIGLEY:  This  is  Dylan 

3 

authority  -- 

4 

Quigley  again.  I have  two  questions,  two  points  of 

4 

MR.  GRIFFIN:  Yes. 

5 

view,  one  being  that  in  the  scope  of  things,  has 

5 

MR.  QUIGLEY:  — or  whose 

6 

any  — I feel  challenged  because  I haven't  really 

6 

authority  does  that  fall  under? 

7 

read  all  of  this,  the  alternatives,  yet.  Is  there 

7 

MR.  GRIFFIN:  Yes.  That  falls 

8 

anything  in  here  about  visual  burden  to  quality  of 

8 

under  primarily  our  authority,  except  for  air 

9 

life  for  the  citizens  of  Juneau  in  this? 

9 

operations,  and  that  is  covered  by  the  FAA.  But 

10 

MS.  HALL:  No. 

10 

the  development  that  goes  on  on  top  of  the 

11 

MR.  QUIGLEY:  No? 

11 

icefield,  the  safety  factors,  safety  measures  that 

12 

MS.  HALL:  No,  and  I think  that’s 

12 

are  taken  up  on  the  icefield  by  our  permitted 

13 

because  it  didn't  appear  to  arise  as  an  issue 

13 

operations,  those  do  fall  within  our  authority. 

14 

during  the  earlier  scoping  periods.  I can’t  say 

14 

Sling-loading  out  over  the 

15 

that  I ever  saw  it  mentioned  in  the  record 

15 

airport  — no,  we  don't  have  any  authority  over 

16 

anywhere. 

16 

that. 

17 

MR.  QUIGLEY:  And  I guess  my  other 

17 

I suspect  I haven't  answered  your 

18 

take  would  be  that  in  the  event  dial  these 

18 

question  fully. 

19 

satellite  heliports  occur  and  are  built  and 

19 

MR.  QUIGLEY:  Well,  I suspect  that 

20 

everything  else,  within  that,  I believe  that  there 

20 

a lot  more  activity  is  going  to  be  taking  place 

21 

is  an  effort  to  outline  a criteria  for  these 

21 

once  these  satellite  heliports  are  enacted,  because 

22 

heliports  and  for  the  CBJ,  and  what  all  that 

22 

you  will  have  existing  helicopters  that  are 

23 

entails. 

23 

grandfathered  in,  and  they  are  not  just  going  to 

" 24 

MR.  GRIFFIN:  Yes. 

24 

take  them  away. 

25  MR.  QUIGLEY:  It  becomes 

25 

Then  you  will  have  these  other 
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1 1 

grandiose  heliports  with  certain  criteria.  And  as 

1 

landings.  Time  of  day  — I guess  I hadn't 

2 

you  expand  out  into  the  icefield,  you  are  going  to 

2 

considered  doing  that  because  the  support  flights 

3 

have  to  allow  for  a lot  more  provisions  to  make 

3 

are  such  a small,  small  number  of  flights  overall. 

4 

their  way  up  there. 

4 

MR.  RAY : Are  they? 

I 5 

Therefore,  you  could  have  other 

5 

MR.  GRIFFIN:  Gosh,  I think  we 

1 6 

routes  involving  just  getting  the  goods  there, 

6 

have  got  it  in  the  EIS  someplace. 

I 7 

other  times  in  order  to  get  them  there.  I'm  just 

7 

MS.  THORPE:  It's  probably  about 

I 8 

wondering,  in  these  alternatives  — I mean,  this  is 

8 

25  additional  landings  per  season  for  one  of  the 

I 9 

what  we  are  really  looking  at  in  this  decision. 

9 

dogsled  camps.  That  is  an  estimate,  and  I don't 

10 

There  is  nothing  in  there  with  that  scope  in  mind 

10 

have  an  accurate  count  of  exactly  how  many  — 

11 

because  it  is  — 

11 

MR.  RAY:  Have  you  estimated  the 

12 

MR.  GRIFFIN:  So  you  are  talking 

12 

growth  in  terms  of  what  is  being  proposed  for  the 

13 

like  if  there  are  four  or  five  dogsled  camps  up 

13 

growth  of  these  types  of  enclaves? 

14 

there  instead  of  just  one? 

14 

MS.  HALL:  No.  As  I mentioned,  we 

15 

MR.  QUIGLEY:  Right.  That's  one 

15 

had  not  specifically  looked  at  whether,  say. 

16 

way  to  look  at  it. 

16 

Alternative  G,  which  allows  for  quite  a few  more 

1 17 

MS.  HALL:  I'm  thinking,  Pete, 

17 

developments  on  the  icefield  — we  hadn't  really 

f 18 

that  — your  comment  makes  me  think  of  a couple  of 

18 

tried  to  quantify  how  many  more  support  flights 

19 

things.  One  is  we  do  address  the  issue  of  the 

19 

would  be  associated  with  that,  but  I think  that's 

20 

support  flights  when  we  discuss  cumulative  impacts. 

20 

something  we  could  do  easily  enough. 

21 

But  we  don't  discuss  it,  I don't  believe,  as 

21 

Okay.  Over  here? 

22 

differentiated  between  the  alternatives,  as  in  if 

22 

MR.  REGES:  A question  for  Pete  — 

23 

we  choose  an  alternative  that  allows  more  flights, 

23 

Robert  Reges  again.  Based  on  what  this  other 

24 

that  implies  more  support  flights.  And  we  don't 

24 

fellow  asked  about,  whether  or  not  visual  impacts 

25 

really  address  that  particular  point,  but  could. 

25 

had  been  taken  into  account,  Pete,  my  question  is: 
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1 

And  then  the  other  thing,  though. 

1 

You  define  on  Appendix  B,  page  13,  "The  term  social 

2 

with  respect  to  more  heliports,  I think  what  Pete 

2 

encounters  refers  to  the  number  and  type  of  people 

3 

has  the  authority  to  select  here  is  how  many 

3 

met  along  travelways  within  sight  or  sound." 

4 

landings  will  be  permitted,  and  what  will  be 

4 

Why  is  a helicopter  not  a social 

5 

associated  with  those  activities. 

5 

encounter? 

6 

And,  regardless  of  where  those 

6 

MR.  GRIFFIN:  We're  going  to  court 

7 

flights  are  initiated,  the  addition  of  heliports 

7 

on  this,  Robert.  Pm  not  answering  that. 

8 

wouldn't  change  the  number  of  landings  that  are 

8 

MR.  REGES:  I know.  I mean,  maybe 

9 

permitted,  unless,  as  Pete  mentioned  earlier,  new 

9 

we  don't  have  to  go  to  court  You  told  me  I could 

10 

analyses,  perhaps  a new  decision  memorandum  or  new 

10 

ask  you  questions,  buddy.  Do  you  have  a comment? 

11 

EIA  or  new  EIS  evaluated  the  idea  of  allowing,  say. 

11 

MR.  GRIFFIN:  At  what  point  does 

12 

more  landings  because  there  are  new  heliports. 

12 

an  overflight  not  become  a social  encounter?  You 

13 

But  without  a new  analytical 

13 

know,  if  an  Alaska  Airlines  jet  goes  over,  it's 

14 

process,  the  fact  that  there  are  also  new  heliports 

14 

probably  not  a social  encounter.  A helicopter  at 

15 

wouldn't  change  the  number  of  landings  that  would 

15 

2,000  feet,  is  that  a social  encounter? 

16 

be  permitted  on  the  icefield. 

16 

MR.  REGES:  What  if  you  are  on  a 

17 

Okay.  Right  here? 

17 

ridge,  and  it's  not  at  2,000  feet? 

18 

MR.  RAY:  I'm  Steven  Ray  (ph),  and 

18 

MR.  GRIFFIN:  Well,  yes.  At 

19 

I live  on  Thane  Road.  So  it  is  my  understanding 

19 

500  feet,  it  would  be  considered  an  encounter  of 

20 

here  from  what  you  say  that  the  support  operation 

20 

some  kind.  But  it's  really  - it’s  the 

21 

flights  would  not  be  considered  under  the  actual 

21 

expectations  of  the  recreationists,  too. 

22 

use  authorized  or  the  time  and  day  — proposed  time 

22 

"Encounters,"  in  my  mind,  is  one 

23 

and  day  restrictions? 

23 

group  bumping  into  another  group.  It's  not 

24 

MR.  GRIFFIN:  I'm  not  concerned 

24 

necessarily  a group  seeing  a helicopter  fly  by. 

25 

with  the  support  flights  as  part  of  the  overall 

25 

All  I offer  back,  although  this  is 
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1 

not  the  comment  period,  is  that  your  definition 

1 

there  are  certain  things  about  Alaska  that  we 

2 

says  — "sphere  of  influence"  says  "sight  and 

2 

enjoy,  the  peace  and  quiet  being  one  of  them;  being 

3 

sound,"  so  the  encounter  is  not  physically  I bump 

3 

able  to  walk  up  on  a mountain  and  then  hearing  the 

4 

into  you.  It  is  I hear  you  and  I see  you. 

4 

peace  and  quiet  being  one  of  them. 

5 

MS.  HALL:  Okay. 

5 

To  hear  the  consistency  of 

6 

MS.  LEVINE:  Joyce  Levine.  I’m 

6 

helicopters  is  an  annoyance,  and  you've  been 

7 

wondering,  because  of  the  amount  of  people  that 

7 

getting  that  feedback.  This  is  the  City  and 

8 

come  up  in  the  summertime  to  work  in  Alaska  — many 

8 

Borough  of  Juneau.  These  are  people  that  live 

9 

of  them  come  up  to  work  in  the  tourism  industry. 

9 

here.  I think  that  there  has  to  be  a certain 

10 

Many  of  them,  as  are  in  this  room  right  now,  come 

10 

weight  given  to  people  who  dont  — you  know,  if 

11 

up  to  work  in  the  helicopter  industry. 

11 

you  asked  somebody  who  works  here  in  the  summer 

12 

I'm  wondering,  when  you  are 

12 

what  their  address  is,  they  are  going  to  give  you 

13 

receiving  your  comments,  are  those  comments  — how 

13 

their  address  living  on  whatever  street  in  Juneau, 

14 

are  you  weighing  the  comments  of  people  who  look 

14 

because  this  is  where  they  are  living. 

15 

forward  to  working  in  the  tourism  industry  — when 

15 

But  the  people  who  live  here  who 

16 

they  hear  a helicopter,  they  think  of  a job  — 

16 

are  year-round  residents  — I think  that  it  needs 

17 

compared  to  the  people  who  live  here,  when  they 

17 

to  have  more  of  an  impact  on  what  they  are  saying, 

18 

hear  a helicopter,  it’s  an  — helicopter  after 

18 

rather  than  people  who  are  just  coming  here  for  a 

19 

helicopter,  it’s  annoyance  to  them. 

19 

job,  and  who  are  going  somewhere  else,  who  are  not 

20 

How  are  you  weighing  the  responses 

20 

going  to  be  here  for  — 

21 

you  are  getting  from  residents  who  live  here 

21 

MR.  GRIFFIN:  Well,  I’ll  sure  try 

22 

year-round  for  maybe  the  last  ten  years,  15  years, 

22 

to  take  that  into  consideration,  and  when  I come  up 

23 

who  are  seeing  this  increase  happening  over  and 

23 

with  a decision,  you  may  see  that  reflected.  You 

24 

over  again,  and  seeing  it  accumulating  more  and 

24 

may  not  I wont  make  any  guarantees. 

25 

more,  compared  to  people  in  this  room  who  may  be 

25 

MS.  HALL:  Okay.  Another 
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1 

coming  up  here  for  a job,  who  are  looking  forward 

1 

question? 

2 

to  having  50  more  helicopter  landings  on  the 

2 

MS.  HART:  I'd  like  to  know  who 

3 

glacier  every  year? 

3 

actually  wrote  the  "Affected  Environment  Area 

4 

How  are  you  viewing  the  comments, 

4 

Residents"  section.  I don't  know  if  this  is 

5 

being  that  this  is  the  National  Forest  Service,  and 

5 

written  by  one  person,  but  this  particular  section 

6 

these  people  who  are  working  here  in  the  summer  are 

6 

on  the  area  residents,  it  has  a little  economic 

7 

also  part  of  the  United  States,  who  use  the 

7 

analysis  and  some  quotes  about  what  the  community 

8 

national  forest?  How  are  you  looking  at  that? 

8 

thinks. 

9 

MR.  GRIFFIN:  Boy,  Joyce,  if  I had 

9 

MS.  HALL:  I did. 

10 

an  answer  for  that  one,  I sure  wouldn't  be  here. 

10 

MS.  HART:  You  did?  I'm  just 

11 

That’s  the  crux  of  the  matter.  It  is  national 

11 

curious,  because  it  seems  to  have  some  real  intense 

12 

forest  There  are  people  who  come  here  to  visit 

12 

bias,  and  the  part  that  jumps  out  to  me  most  is 

13 

this  place  specifically,  and  want  tours,  and  that 

13 

that,  as  a community,  this  has  become  an  issue  for 

14 

want  to  go  out  on  our  trails,  or  up  on  the 

14 

a long,  long  time,  and  the  closing  paragraph  ends 

15 

icefield,  or  go  see  whales,  or  catch  a salmon. 

15 

with  a quote  that  "One  participant  in  discussions 

16 

And  I do  have  to  weigh  that 

16 

expressed  more  concern  about  barking  dogs  than 

17 

against  folks  who  live  here  and  say,  "Enough  is 

17 

helicopter  noise,  where  another  tolerantly  referred 

18 

enough."  I don't  pile  this  stack  of  postcards  in 

18 

to  the  aircraft  noise  as  the  sounds  of  summer." 

19 

one  hand  and  this  stack  of  letters  in  the  other  and 

19 

And  I know  that  in  writing  you 

20 

go,  "Hey."  I don’t  have  an  answer  for  you. 

20 

close  with  your  — there  is  just  this  incredible 

21 

MS.  LEVINE:  But  the  people  who 

21 

bias  there,  whether  it's  intentional  or  not,  that 

22 

live  here  — this  is  our  home.  This  is  where  we 

22 

impairs  the  objectivity  of  the  document. 

23 

live.  We  didn't  come  here  for  a helicopter  job. 

23 

So  that,  I guess,  is  somewhat  a 

24 

We  didn't  come  here  to  work  in  whatever  industry 

24 

comment.  Maybe  you  have  a response.  And  then  I 

25 

that  some  people  work  in.  We  came  here  because 

25 

have  a specific  question  on  that  section. 
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1 

MS.  HALL:  I think  just  in 

1 

MS.  HALL:  — use  more  real 

2 

response.  Til  say  that  I'll  take  your  comment 

2 

numbers,  or  try  to  come  up  with  a real  average, 

3 

under  advisement,  and  see  if  there  is  something  to 

3 

rather  than  an  approximation,  and  provide  — 

4 

be  done  to  perhaps  achieve  more  balance.  I'll  take 

4 

MS.  HART:  Maybe  a weighted 

5 

a look  at  it. 

5 

average  that  reflects  that  fact  that  maybe 

6 

MS.  HART:  I would  hope  that  the 

6 

10  percent  of  the  helicopter  tours  are  sold  at  this 

7 

final  document  would  be  more  balanced. 

7 

price,  and  90  percent  at  that  price. 

8 

The  economic  section  — I would 

8 

MS.  HALL:  Okay. 

9 

hope  since  we’re  here,  and  we're  having  this  whole 

9 

MR.  GRIFFIN:  I think  you  answered 

10 

process  because  of  the  helicopter  industry,  that 

10 

that. 

11 

the  industry  was  being  cooperative  in  providing  you 

11 

MS.  HART:  Further,  you  say  here 

12 

with  the  information  that  you  needed  to  do  an 

12 

that  "Much  of  the  revenue  is  paid  to  the  cruise 

13 

accurate  analysis.  And  this  little  one-paragraph 

13 

lines,"  which  is  true,  and  you've  got  approximately 

14 

estimation  of  the  contribution  of  helicopter 

14 

$70  per  participant. 

15 

landing  tours  — I'd  like  to  know  where  you  got 

15 

I haven't  worked  with  the  cruise 

16 

these  numbers,  what  this  is  based  on. 

16 

industry  for  a long  time,  but  a long  time  ago,  it 

17 

MS.  HALL:  The  numbers  are  based 

17 

was  a 20  percent  commission.  Perhaps  it  has  gone 

18 

on  — if  you  could  be  more  specific,  Karla,  about 

18 

up,  but  even  20  percent  of  $250  is  $50,  not  $70. 

19 

the  sentence  or  the  number. 

19 

Where  did  that  number  come  from? 

20 

MS.  HART:  Sure.  It  says  here, 

20 

MS.  HALL:  We  did  get  that  number 

21 

"Each  participant  pays  approximately  S250  for  a 

21 

from,  I believe,  the  tourism  bureau,  but  I'd  have 

22 

helicopter  tour."  I went  to  the  Web  sites  of  all 

22 

to  check.  Let's  just,  if  we  can,  address  it  as 

23 

the  operators,  and  I'm  really  clueless  as  to  how 

23 

there  seems  to  be  interest  in  having  more  precise 

24 

you  came  up  with  that  number. 

24 

numbers,  and  so  we  can  -- 

25 

MS.  HALL:  Okay. 

25 

MS.  HART:  How  about  accurate? 
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1 

MR.  GRIFFIN:  Do  you  have  a better 

1 

MALE  SPEAKER:  Accurate,  not 

2 

number? 

2 

precise. 

3 

MS.  HART:  Well,  I think  the 

3 

MS.  HALL:  Okay.  More  accurate 

4 

operators  would  have  a better  number.  What  I see 

4 

numbers,  and  more  information,  and  I think  we  can 

5 

is  North  Star  Trekking  has  a $178  discovery  trip 

5 

probably  get  it  to  provide  more  information  in  the 

6 

and  a $305  trek.  Well,  what  portion  of  your  tours 

6 

final  EIS.  Well  look  into  it. 

7 

are  discovery,  and  what  portion  of  yours  are  treks? 

7 

MS.  HART:  That  could  maybe  expand 

8 

Temsco,  $169  for  their  standard 

8 

throughout  in  terms  of  numbers.  It  seems  any  — 

9 

tours.  I would  expect  that  when  I see  six 

9 

that's  a comment.  I'll  wait  Never  mind. 

10 

helicopters  flying  over  and  headed  for  the 

10 

MS.  HALL:  Okay.  Over  here? 

11 

Mendenhall  Glacier,  those  are  probably  the  low-end 

11 

MR.  RORICK:  Well,  welcome  to 

12 

tours.  I don't  know  that  for  a fact,  but  I would 

12 

Juneau.  This  isn't  exactly  a savage  Forest  Service 

13 

expect  that. 

13 

session. 

14 

The  pilot's  choice  is  $239,  and 

14 

I sympathize  with  you,  Pete,  when 

15 

their  hiking  tour  is  $250.  So  their  most  expensive 

15 

you  go  through  these  authorized  outfitter  guide 

16 

tour  is  your  approximate  tour  that  you  are  putting 

16 

operations  on  the  following  criteria  section.  You 

17 

in. 

17 

do  have  some  conflicts  here.  Number  B is  "Existing 

18 

ERA's  tours  were  listed  at  $195 

18 

or  proposed  operations  or  activities  are 

19 

for  a helicopter  tour  and  $329  for  a dogsled  tour. 

19 

appropriate  for  the  specifically  broad  sections 

20 

Unless  they  are  running  a heck  of  a lot  of  dogsled 

20 

within  the  land  use  designation." 

21 

tours  up  there,  there  is  no  way  that  I could  arrive 

21 

We  have  heard  quite  a bit  about 

22 

at  $250. 

22 

that.  And  there  is  no  doubt  here  that  you  will 

23 

MS.  HALL:  Okay.  So  you  are 

23 

hear  even  more  about  what  a social  encounter  is 

24 

suggesting  that  we  should  — 

24 

going  to  be. 

25 

MS.  HART:  Get  real  numbers. 

25 

MR.  GRIFFIN:  I've  heard  that. 
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1 

MR.  RORICK:  "Where  there  are 

1 

recreationists,  wildlife,  and  new  areas  for 

2 

adverse  impacts  to  popular  or  highly- valued  local 

2 

proposed  operations. 

3 

areas,  outfitter  guide  operations  are  minimized." 

3 

Being  as  how  the  people  going  in 

4 

Going  through  the  tables  in  the 

4 

the  helicopters  up  to  the  glaciers  are  considered 

5 

DEIS,  there  is  not  a neighborhood  or  trail, 

5 

Tongass  National  Forest  visitors  and  have  the  right 

6 

recreational  trail,  or  area  that  is  not  being 

6 

to  be  there,  there  — I don't  remember  die 

7 

impacted.  You  go  through  the  observations  down  in 

7 

percentage,  but  about  70  percent  of  the  people  on 

8 

table  3.5,  and  you’ll  see  that  some  of  the  trails 

8 

the  cruise  ships  are  not  going  on  these  helicopter 

9 

are  having  20  helicopter  observations,  within  the 

9 

tours,  and  many  of  than  are  going  out  to  the 

10 

criteria  for  this  study,  or  20  helicopter  and 

10 

visitor’s  center.  They  are  going  on  the  rafting 

11 

fixed-wing  observations  per  hour. 

11 

trips,  the  hiking  trips,  the  canoe  trips  that  are 

12 

I know  die  language  of  the  goals 

12 

all  severely  impacted. 

13 

for  these  ROS  settings  and  land  use  designations 

13 

Their  experience  is  really  altered 

14 

gets  a little  bit  warm  and  fuzzy,  but  this  really 

14 

by  the  presence  of  the  helicopters,  as  well  as 

15 

goes  to  the  heart  of  the  intent  of  the  Tongass  Land 

15 

there  are  all  the  independent  travelers.  And  the 

16 

Use  Management  Plan  when  they  set  up  these 

16 

helicopter  industry  study  said  99  percent  of  their 

17 

designations. 

17 

participants  were  cruise  ship  passengers. 

18 

You  also  have,  "The  operations  can 

18 

So  you  have  two  big  groups  of 

19 

be  carried  out  in  a manner  that  is  compatible  with 

19 

national  forest  visitors  who  are  being  very 

20 

existing  or  expected  use  by  the  nonguided  public." 

20 

impacted  by  one  group.  I'm  wondering  where  that  is 

21 

One  of  the  problems  in  Juneau  is 

21 

given  consideration. 

22 

the  base  line  for  that  use  is  changing.  The  people 

22 

MR.  GRIFFIN:  Where  do  you  have 

23 

that  remember  what  it  was  like  20  years  ago  when 

23 

the  numbers  that  the  other  visitors  are  being 

24 

things  were  really  quiet  are  dying  off.  But  be 

24 

heavily  impacted?  I don’t  get  complaints  from 

25 

aware  — 

25 

other  cruise  ship  passengers  regarding  helicopters. 
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1 

MALE  SPEAKER:  I hope  not. 

1 

MR.  HINKLEY : Did  you  see  the  June 

2 

MR.  RORICK:  — there  are  enough 

2 

issue  of  the  "Smithsonian"  magazine? 

3 

of  us  still  here,  and  that  pertains  to  a 

3 

MR.  GRIFFIN:  No. 

4 

development  like  Cowee/Davis,  where  theoretically, 

4 

MS.  HART:  There  is  stuff  going 

5 

you  can  permit  a Princess  Hotel  or  any  kind  of 

5 

on,  and,  in  fact,  Jim  Howell  (ph)  told  me  the  other 

6 

urban  development  you  want.  That's  the  yellow  map 

6 

day  that  the  president  of  Royal  Caribbean  Cruise 

7 

out  there.  That's  a timber  development,  land  use 

7 

Lines  told  him  in  a conversation  when  he  was  there, 

8 

designation  — 

8 

sort  of  as  an  aside,  which  Jim  said  he  probably 

9 

MS.  HALL:  I'm  sorry  to  interrupt, 

9 

wouldn't  repeat  in  testimony  — I love  Juneau  — 

10 

but  can  we  find  the  question  in  there?  I'm  sorry, 

10 

that  they  are  starting  to  get  complaints  from  their 

11 

but  — 

11 

other  cruise  visitors  about  the  helicopter  noise. 

12 

MR.  RORICK:  The  question  is  how 

12 

I have  been  talking  to 

13 

you  balance  these  things  and  justify  them  under 

13 

bed-and-breakfast  operators  around  Juneau,  and  they 

14 

this  plan?  Frankly,  Juneau  does  not  expect  what 

14 

are  getting  complaints  from  their  guests  about  the 

15 

has  come  to  be  the  existing  use  in  the  last  few 

15 

helicopter  noise.  I spent  some  time  at  the 

16 

years  for  their  recreational  experiences  within  the 

16 

visitor's  center,  and  I would  expect  that  if  you 

17 

city  and  borough.  There  is  no  place  you  can  go. 

17 

had  done  any  sort  of  survey  or  visitor  feedback. 

18 

It's  tough  to  balance. 

18 

that  while  people  may  not  be  complaining,  if  they 

19 

MR.  GRIFFIN:  Yes. 

19 

thought  about  it,  their  experience  was  impacted. 

20 

MS.  HALL:  Okay.  Thank  you. 

20 

MS.  HALL:  Actually,  we  do  have 

21 

Other  questions? 

21 

the  feedback  from  the  visitor's  center. 

22 

MS.  HART:  I'm  sorry.  I came  with 

22 

MS.  HART:  Did  I miss  that?  Is  it 

23 

a laundry  list.  In  the  affected  environment. 

23 

in  here? 

24 

again,  it  says  that  there  are  four  components  of 

24 

MS.  HALL:  I think  it  is 

25  the  affected  environment:  Area  residents, 

25 

mentioned.  I think  it  is  mentioned  in  there.  And 
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1 

pretty  briefly,  only  because  mentions  of  the  noise 

1 

appropriate  level  of  economic  analysis  is,  and 

2 

was  a pretty  small  percentage  of  the  total  amount 

2 

certainly  the  more  data  we  try  to  provide  on  one 

3 

of  comments  that  we  had.  That  is  — you  know. 

3 

side,  the  more  comparable  data  we  have  to  provide 

4 

that's  the  information  that  we  had. 

4 

on  the  other  side. 

5 

Your  other  issues  about  the 

5 

So  depending  — and  we're  going  to 

6 

potential  impact  on  the  other  cruise  ship 

6 

have  to  have  some  kind  of  internal  discussion  about 

7 

passengers  or  other  tourists  is  information  that  we 

7 

how  far  we  think  we  need  to  go  in  doing  additional 

8 

have  not  had  up  to  this  point 

8 

economic  analysis,  but  — and  we  have  a lot  of 

9 

MS.  HART:  Do  they  deserve  equal 

9 

things  now  on  the  record  that  people  have  mentioned 

10 

merit  with  those  people  who  choose  the  helicopter 

10 

tonight,  not  only  particular  types  of  impact,  but 

11 

tours  when  you  are  making  your  consideration  for 

11 

also  data  sources,  and  also  accuracy  of  data  and 

12 

how  you  decide? 

12 

the  level  of  specificity  and  everything. 

13 

MR.  GRIFFIN:  Sure. 

13 

So  I think  I can  say  if  we  get 

14 

MS.  HALL:  Okay. 

14 

into  a deeper  economic  analysis,  it  will  have  to  go 

15 

MR.  RORICK:  Just  a little  bit  of 

15 

across  the  board.  That  might  go  into  things  like 

16 

secondhand,  anecdotal  information.  One  of  our 

16 

more  specific  information  about  the  employment. 

17 

members  and  a friend,  who  was  staying  at  the 

17 

both  the  direct  employment  of  the  helicopter 

18 

Mendenhall  campground,  did  a survey  of  everybody 

18 

companies  and  the  supplier  companies,  and  the 

19 

staying  there,  and  it  was  unanimous.  They  are 

19 

indirect  employment  associated  with  the  tourism  and 

20 

annoyed. 

20 

such. 

21 

Other  anecdotal  information  I have 

21 

MR.  REGES:  Truly  a question,  not 

22 

had  from  people  walking  on  the  West  Glacier  Trail 

22 

a litigious  question,  and  not  even  directed  to  you. 

23 

is  that  it  is  the  number-one  complaint  from  foreign 

23 

Pete.  When  you  worked  through  numbers  and  impacts 

24 

tourists,  and  they  cannot  believe  that  it  is 

24 

in  this  draft,  did  you  count  each  landing  as  one 

25 

allowed. 

25 

overflight  or  two  overflights? 
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1 

MS.  HALL:  Okay.  Right  here? 

1 

MS.  HALL:  Two  overflights. 

2 

MR.  WILSON:  Jim  Wilson.  I wasn't 

2 

MR.  REGES:  Okay. 

3 

going  to  say  anything. 

3 

MS.  HALL:  Okay.  Another  question 

4 

MR  GRIFFIN:  You  got  a question, 

4 

here? 

5 

Jim? 

5 

MR.  QUIGLEY:  Are  these 

6 

MS.  HALL:  Do  you  have  a question? 

6 

alternatives  what  is  on  the  board,  A through  G,  and 

7 

We  are  not  going  to  get  into  the  — 

7 

if  — you  know,  is  that  what  is  in  them,  is  in 

8 

MR  WILSON:  And  it  is  going  to  be 

8 

them,  and  that's  what  is  being  decided  on,  and  when 

9 

a question. 

9 

that  comes  out  in  January  or  such  — when  that 

10 

MS.  HALL:  Okay. 

10 

comes  out,  will  it  be  posted  that  G was  — or  it 

11 

MR  WILSON:  I came  up  here  33 

11 

would  be  A that  you've  chosen,  or  is  it  going  to 

12 

years  ago  for  a helicopter  job,  and  I'm  still  here, 

12 

come  out  with  some  variances  to  it? 

13 

and  our  company  is  providing  about  15  full-time 

13 

MR.  GRIFFIN:  It's  probably  going 

14 

jobs  to  people  who  have  been  here  for  years. 

14 

to  be  based  on  one  of  the  current  alternatives. 

15 

Karla  mentioned  the  social 

15 

with  some  modifications.  And  the  modifications  can 

16 

effects,  and  somebody  talked  about  the  economics 

16 

be  different  mitigation  measures.  It  could  even  be 

17 

and  the  numbers  in  here.  If  you  decide  to  do  more 

17 

different  numbers  of  landings  than  what  was 

18 

study  on  some  of  the  issues  that  have  been  brought 

18 

originally  in  that  alternative.  So  it  is  going  to 

19 

up,  not  concerning  the  direct  landings  on  the 

19 

be  within  that  range  that  was  presented,  but  we're 

20 

glacier,  will  you  include  more  economic  data  as  to 

20 

not  locked  into  A,  B,  C,  D,  G,  F.  It's  just  — 

21 

how  it  will  affect  not  only  the  helicopter 

21 

MR.  QUIGLEY:  Right. 

22 

operators,  but  the  business  community  in  Juneau, 

22 

MR.  GRIFFIN:  I think  I missed 

23 

and  Juneau  as  a whole? 

23 

something  there. 

24 

MS.  HALL:  Well,  I think  we  have 

24 

MS.  HART:  E. 

25 

been  talking  a little  bit  about  what  the 

25 

MR.  GRIFFIN:  Yes.  Thank  you. 
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1 

MS.  HALL:  I want  to  maybe  build 

1 

future. 

2 

on  that  just  briefly,  because  that  is  one  of  the 

2 

MR.  REGES:  Don't  you  have  to  take 

3 

reasons  that  I think  Pete  said  at  the  very 

3 

into  account  foreseeable  developments? 

4 

beginning,  before  we  started  the 

4 

MR.  GRIFFIN:  I suppose  that's  a 

5 

question-and-answer  period,  that  he  liked  to  get 

5 

possibility,  but  — 

6 

specific  comment  from  people  about  specific  aspects 

6 

MR.  REGES:  It  depends  on  how  far 

7 

of  the  alternatives,  not  just,  "I  like  Alternative 

7 

it  gets,  right? 

8 

F,"  or  ”1  like  Alternative  B,"  but  why,  because 

8 

MR.  GRIFFIN:  Well,  yes,  and  I 

9 

that  might  help  guide  some  variations  and  some 

9 

don't  know  where  — 

10 

alternatives. 

10 

MR.  QUIGLEY:  But  isn’t  that  part 

11 

For  example,  one  of  the  things  I 

11 

of  the  whole  infiltration  of  this,  because  — 

12 

had  mentioned  earlier  about  the  alternatives  is 

12 

MR.  GRIFFIN:  I can't  — I 

13 

that  they  tend  to  go  from  fewer  flights  and  also  a 

13 

can't  — 

14 

lot  more  restrictions  on  activities  on  the 

14 

MR.  QUIGLEY : — if  you  choose  G 

15 

icefield,  to  more  flights  and  less  restrictions  on 

15 

that  allows  for  a lot  more  flights,  you  are  going 

16 

activities,  and  it  might  be  that  some  commenters 

16 

to  have  to  have  some  resolution  on  where  to  put 

17 

would  say,  "Well,  you  know,  I think  it  would  be 

17 

them,  what  to  do  with  the  noise. 

18 

better  if  we  had  fewer  flights,  but  not  the 

18 

MR.  GRIFFIN:  The  only  information 

19 

restrictions,"  for  example. 

19 

I have  now  is  operating  out  of  current  approved 

20 

So  it’s  conceivable  that  the 

20 

locations.  There  is  no  other  decision  that  I can 

21 

decision  would  end  up  in  that  direction.  That  is 

21 

make.  There  is  no  other  information  I can 

22 

why  specific  information  about  aspects  that  people 

22 

disclose,  other  than  there  is  the  possibility  that 

23 

like  and  don't  like  are  important. 

23 

there  might  be  satellite  heliports  that  something 

24 

MR.  QUIGLEY:  I had- 

24 

might  operate  out  of,  but  I don't  know  that. 

25 

MS.  HALL:  I’m  sorry.  Did  you 

25 

CBJ  might  come  to  me  and  say,  "We 
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1 

have  another  question? 

1 

thought  it  was  a good  idea,  and  it  really  isn’t. 

2 

MR.  QUIGLEY:  I have  another 

2 

We're  not  going  to  support  this."  I don’t  know. 

3 

question.  Since  this  EIS  is  so  close  to  the 

3 

MR.  QUIGLEY : Maybe  I'm  thinking 

4 

decisions  being  made  about  satellite  heliports,  say 

4 

in  the  drafting  of  this,  since  I'm  challenged  by 

5 

we  go  with  F or  G,  or  whatever  one  entails  much 

5 

not  reading  it  all,  why  wasn't  — I mean,  that  is  a 

6 

more  flights,  much  more  freedom  of  the  flight 

6 

big  part  of  the  game  right  now.  They  did  a huge 

7 

industry  to  take  over,  the  environmental 

7 

study  — it  took  them  two  years,  almost  — studying 

8 

consequences  in  new  areas  — wouldn't  that  — being 

8 

the  impacts  of  noise  throughout  the  borough,  and 

9 

that  those  two  are  — that  decision  is  being  made, 

9 

wouldn't  that  coincide  with  this?  Wouldn't  it  work 

10 

it's  in  place,  and  this  is  being  done  at  title  same 

10 

with  it?  It  hasn't  up  to  this  point,  obviously, 

11 

time,  yet  kind  of  overlapping  — shouldn't  the  new 

11 

because  you  look  flustered. 

12 

heliports  involve  environmental  consequences  in  new 

12 

MS.  HALL:  Can  I ask  a clarifying 

13 

areas?  It's  going  to  have  flights  flying  out  of 

13 

question,  because  I think,  indeed,  we  might  not  be 

14 

those  new  areas,  those  chosen  satellite  places. 

14 

understanding  what  you  are  getting  at. 

15 

MR.  GRIFFIN:  Right  But  that 

15 

What  do  you  see  as  the  different 

16 

isn't  a decision  that  is  being  made  in  this 

16 

impact  of  what  we're  looking  at  in  die  EIS,  and 

17 

environmental  impact  statement.  That  is  going  to 

17 

within  Pete's  decision-making  purview,  what  do  you 

18 

have  to  be  a separate  — 

18 

see  as  the  analysis  that  is  left  out  of  this  EIS  by 

19 

MR.  QUIGLEY : It's  going  to  be  an 

19 

our  not  addressing  heliports  — 

20 

oversight  until  the  next  EIS  five  years  down  the 

20 

MR.  QUIGLEY:  Well,  just  looking 

21 

line,  in  a sense? 

21 

at  the  — 

22 

MR.  GRIFFIN:  I don't  think  so. 

22 

MS.  HALL:  — but  let  me  just  make 

23 

but  I have  to  make  my  decision  as  if  there  were  no 

23 

one  sort  of  clarifying  point  before  we  get  to  your 

24 

remote  satellite  heliports.  I can’t  base  a 

24 

clarification. 

25 

decision  on  something  that  could  happen  in  the 

25 

You  mentioned  something  about 
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1 impacts  on  new  areas,  and  I think  in  the  context  of 

2 the  EIS,  when  we  talk  about  impacts  on  new  areas, 

3 we're  talking  about  impacts  on  new  areas  of  the 

4 forest,  that  is,  areas  that  would  be  authorized  for 

5 landings  that  are  not  currently  authorized  for 

6 landing.  That  was  the  issue,  and  that's  the  focus 

7 of  that  issue.  So  it's  not  related  to  impacts  on 

8 other  places  off  the  forest,  only  the  impacts  on 

9 new  areas  on  the  forest. 

10  MR.  QUIGLEY:  Well,  ifs  under 

1 1 "Environmental  Consequences,  New  Areas." 

12  MS.  HALL:  Okay. 

1 3 MR.  QUIGLEY : And  you  put  in  a 

14  brand-new  satellite  heliport  that  is  going  to 

15  accommodate  five  companies  with  all  those  goods 

16  going  into  that  one  central  location  — say  it's  up 

17  in  Hidden  Valley.  Say  it's  right  in  the  midst  of 

1 8 all  of  the  forest,  up  there,  right  on  Lemon  Creek, 

1 9 and  you  can’t  even  begin  to  think  that  that  is  not 

20  going  to  have  consequences  on  the  environment 

21  MS.  HALL:  Okay.  I think  we  do 

22  understand  your  point  now,  and  let  me  just  say, 

23  again,  that  in  the  context  of  the  issue  as  we 

24  understood  it  from  scoping  and  so  forth,  the 

25  definition  of  impacts  on  new  areas  is  specifically 

Page  88 

1 MALE  SPEAKER:  I'm  sorry,  I 

2 haven't  read  this.  But  I just  want  to  know,  is  the 

3 effect  on  the  surrounding  residences  around  the 

4 current  helicopter  operation  here  taken  into 

5 consideration  in  this,  the  impacts  on  the  residents 

6 around  the  airport? 

7 MR.  GRIFFIN:  It  impacts  as  far  as 

8 numbers  of  flights  and  decibel  levels. 

9 MALE  SPEAKER:  So  negative  impacts 

10  were  taken  into  consideration  in  this  thing?  Okay. 

1 1 MS.  WARNER:  Speaking  of  decibel 

1 2 levels,  are  you  also  looking  at  the  duration  of 

13  those  decibel  levels?  Because  it’s  not  just  one 

14  helicopter  going  over.  Ifs  four  or  a six-pack. 

15  MS.  HALL:  Oh,  sure.  And  that 

16  information  definitely  is  in  the  EIS,  and  that 

1 7 information  was  taken  from  the  study  that  was 

1 8 commissioned  by  the  CBJ,  and  they  have  a lot  of 

19  information  in  there  about  frequency  and  duration 

20  and  such  things. 

21  MS.  WARNER:  And  you  are  also 

22  looking  at  what  the  duration  would  be  if  you  go  to 

23  F or  G,  with  the  drastically  increased  flights? 

24  MS.  HALL:  That's  right. 

25  MS.  LEVINE:  I'm  just  wondering, 

Page  87 

1 associated  with  impacts  on  areas  of  the  national 

2 forest  that  would  occur  if  landings  are  allowed  in 

3 those  new  areas,  where  they  are  not  currently 

4 allowed. 

5 That  was  the  issue  that  was  raised 

6 in  scoping,  and  so  that  is  how  we  defined  the 

7 issue.  So  the  concept  was  not  at  all  to  think 

8 about  impacts  in  new  areas  not  on  the  national 

9 forest,  which  I think  is  your  issue. 

10  MR.  QUIGLEY:  Do  you  see  the 

1 1 point,  though?  Do  you  see  the  point? 

12  MS.  THORPE:  If  I could  draw  your 

1 3 attention  to  page  2-29,  satellite  heliports  is 

14  addressed  there,  but  it  was  eliminated  from  further 

1 5 detailed  study  because  it  is  so  speculative  at  this 

16  point 

1 7 Should  there  be  a proposed 

1 8 satellite  heliport  on  the  national  forest,  we  would 

1 9 have  to  do  an  environmental  study  on  that  But  we 

20  cannot  do  that  now  because  there  has  not  been  one 

21  proposed  on  the  national  forest  — 

22  MR.  QUIGLEY:  Okay. 

23  MS.  THORPE:  — for  us  to  study. 

24  MS.  HALL:  Okay.  Thanks,  Laurie. 

25  Another  question  here? 

Page  89 

1 what  effect  does  the  City  and  Borough  of  Juneau,  as 

2 a government,  have  on  the  ability  to  choose  how 

3 many  flights  go  up  on  the  glacier  within  the  City 

4 and  Borough  of  Juneau?  What  effect  does  the 

5 assembly  have?  What  effect  does  the  voting  people 

6 in  Juneau  have?  Like,  let’s  say,  a referendum  came 

7 up  on  the  ballot  to  vote  on  a particular  issue 

8 concerning  noise  or  a particular  issue  concerning 

9 helicopter  use  or  whatever,  and  it  came  up  for  a 

10  vote.  How  does  that  affect  the  Forest  Service  if 

1 1 Juneau  passes  a law  or  Juneau  passes  — makes  a 

12  decision  within  the  City  and  Borough  of  Juneau? 

13  MR.  GRIFFIN:  Any  of  our  companies 

1 4 that  are  under  permit  for  helicopter  glacier 

1 5 landing  tours  have  to  comply  with  national,  state, 

1 6 and  local  laws  and  regulations.  So  if  there  were  a 

1 7 law  passed  that  said  no  flights  on  Sunday,  and  that 

1 8 was  upheld  as  legal,  then  the  companies  under 

1 9 permit  wouldn't  be  able  to  fly  on  Sunday. 

20  But  I’m  also  looking  for  the  City 

21  and  Borough  of  Juneau  to  provide  input  on  this  EIS, 

22  too.  I'd  like  the  elected  officials  here  to  kind 

23  of  weigh  in  on  it 

24  MS.  HALL:  Okay.  Right  here? 

25  MR.  REGES:  Robert  Reges  again. 
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1 

Do  you  know,  Pete,  how  quickly  the  change  would 

1 

Service  lands  underneath  the  flight  routes,  the 

2 

have  to  be  made  in  such  a circumstance,  so  that  if 

2 

intended  flight  routes.  If  these  intended  flight 

3 

you  have  a permit  that  is  good  for  five  years,  and 

3 

routes  later  turn  out  to  not  be  followed,  but  they 

4 

in  year  two  an  ordinance  gets  passed,  do  you  have 

4 

are  branching  all  over  on  a consistent  basis,  then 

5 

three  years  more  operating  under  your  own  permit? 

5 

you  have  the  power  to  modify  the  permits  because 

6 

Do  you  know? 

6 

the  conditions  under  which  you  granted  them  have 

7 

MR.  GRIFFIN:  You  mean  if  there 

7 

changed? 

8 

were  a change  in  the  law? 

8 

MR.  GRIFFIN:  I'm  going  to  say  yes 

9 

MR.  REGES:  Yes,  if  there  was  a 

9 

to  that.  We  base  our  environmental  impact  analysis 

10 

change  in  the  law.  Do  your  permits  say  — a lot  of 

10 

on  what  is  most  likely  a flight  route,  and  the 

11 

permits  these  days  say,  if  there  is  a change  in  the 

11 

companies  have  worked  to  kind  of  standardize  those, 

12 

law,  how  long  you  have  before  you  have  to  conform 

12 

and  place  them  in  areas  that  we  believe  have  the 

13 

to  it 

13 

least  impact  to  residents,  anyway.  So  those  are 

14 

MR.  GRIFFIN:  I have  the  authority 

14 

what  are  displayed  in  the  EIS. 

15 

to  revoke,  terminate,  suspend,  and  somehow  modify 

15 

If  there  were  a situation  where  we 

16 

permits  to  take  into  account  changes  in  laws,  both 

16 

determined  that,  you  know,  maybe  one  company  is 

17 

federal  and  other  laws,  and  enforce  policies. 

17 

flying  up  the  Mendenhall,  and  instead  of  flying 

18 

MR.  REGES:  Have  you  got  now  in 

18 

straight  to  the  glacier,  they  are  taking  a tour 

19 

the  permits  any  provisions  that  foresee  changes  in 

19 

around  Lena  Loop  and  this  and  that,  and  then  going 

20 

laws? 

20 

over  to  land  on  the  Mendenhall,  we'd  say,  "This  is 

21 

MR.  GRIFFIN:  That  clause  is  in 

21 

not  consistent  with  what  we  have  displayed  in  the 

22 

every  permit.  It's  a standard  clause. 

22 

EIS.  Your  flight  route  is  completely  off." 

23 

MR.  REGES:  It  allows  you  to  go 

23 

You  are  getting  into  a gray  area. 

24 

back  in  and  affirmatively  make  a change? 

24 

I think  I would  talk  to  the  operator  first  about 

25 

MR.  GRIFFIN:  Yes. 

25 

that,  but  — 
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1 

MR.  REGES:  But  some  other 

1 

MR.  RORICK:  Can  I extend  this  a 

2 

permits  — for  instance,  say,  a state-issued  air 

2 

step  further? 

3 

quality  permit  — actually  would  have  a provision 

3 

MR.  GRIFFIN:  A further  question? 

4 

in  it  that  anticipates  a change  in  law. 

4 

MR.  RORICK:  Yes,  just  a step 

5 

So  if  it's  a five-year  permit,  if 

5 

farther.  If  you  are  addressing  the  cumulative 

6 

the  law  is  changed  in  the  first  36  months,  then  you 

6 

impacts  when  you  are  granting  the  permits,  you  are 

7 

have  12  months  to  comply,  something  like  that? 

7 

addressing  the  knowledge  you  have  on  the 

8 

MR.  GRIFFIN:  No.  There  is  no 

8 

flightseeing  routes  of  nonlanding  aircraft  also. 

9 

timing  thing  in  there.  It’s  just  I have  the 

9 

So  have  you  — when  you  consider 

10 

authority  to  modify  the  permit 

10 

the  number  of  permits  you  are  going  to  grant,  do 

11 

MR.  REGES:  I would  recommend  that 

11 

you  consider  the  voluntary  compliance  agreements 

12 

you  consider  or  at  least  look  at  these  other 

12 

about  flightseeing  in  regards  to  nonlanding 

13 

permits  that  are  out  there  that  anticipate  changes 

13 

activities,  and  if  these  activities  changed  in 

14 

in  the  law,  since  we  all  can  foresee  that  it  is  a 

14 

nature,  and  voluntary  compliance  was  no  longer 

15 

dynamic  area  in  Juneau. 

15 

being  adhered  to,  you  can  modify  the  permits  that 

16 

MR.  GRIFFIN:  I have  got  the 

16 

you  do  have  control  over? 

17 

authority  to  do  it,  and  I can  do  it  overnight,  if  I 

17 

MR.  GRIFFIN:  We’re  starting  to 

18 

so  choose. 

18 

get  into  an  area  where  I'm  really  uncomfortable, 

19 

MR.  REGES:  If  your  discretion  is 

19 

because  we  don't  have  specifics.  I have  a lot  of 

20 

exercised  discretely. 

20 

authority  under  the  permits,  but  it  only  goes  so 

21 

MS.  HALL:  Okay.  Let's  go  to 

21 

far.  And  I see  — and  I think  what,  in  one 

22 

another  question. 

22 

respect,  you  are  asking  is  if  there  are  — if  we 

23 

MR.  RORICK:  As  I understand  it. 

23 

said,  "Well,  we  expect  that  there  will  be  50 

24 

when  you  grant  permits,  you  assess  the  impacts  of 

24 

flights  a day  over  the  top  of  the  West  Glacier 

25 

these  permits  cumulatively  and  otherwise  to  Forest 

25 

Trail  to  land  on  the  Mendenhall  Glacier,"  and  there 
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1 

are  also  25  fixed-wing  flights  from  Juneau  to 

1 

have  the  ability  to  do  that. 

2 

Skagway  that  also  use  that  corridor,  what  happens 

2 

MR.  GRIFFIN:  We  can  take  a look 

3 

if,  all  of  a sudden,  there  are  100  fixed-wing 

3 

at  that. 

4 

flights?  Do  I go  back  into  the  permit  and  say. 

4 

MR.  DIPPOLD:  That  would  be  — 

5 

"Gosh.  Sorry  about  that,  but  there  are  now  150 

5 

MR.  GRIFFIN:  And  there  are 

6 

flights,  and  we  said  there  was  only  going  to  be  100 

6 

probably  people  in  this  room  that  can  help  us. 

7 

total,  so  you  are  out  of  luck"?  That  probably 

7 

MS.  HALL:  Okay.  Right  here? 

8 

isn't  going  to  happen. 

8 

MS.  TERREL:  I have  a question  on 

9 

MR.  ROR1CK:  What  if  there  was  a 

9 

process,  this  whole  process.  Paula  Terrel. 

10 

voluntary  compliance  agreement  that  no  longer 

10 

If  I'm  correct  — and  please 

11 

seemed  to  be  being  adhered  to?  You  do  assess 

11 

correct  me  if  I'm  not  — under  the  guidelines  for 

12 

impacts  from  the  total  flightseeing  activities  to 

12 

an  EIS,  you  are  required,  as  the  Forest  Service,  to 

13 

Forest  Service  lands  on  a cumulative  basis,  I 

13 

answer  all  the  comments  that  are  — or  address  all 

14 

assume? 

14 

the  comments  that  are  made.  Is  that  — 

15 

MR.  GRIFFIN:  Yes,  Mark.  That's  a 

15 

MS.  HALL:  That's  correct 

16 

good  question.  When  the  voluntary  compliance  was 

16 

MR.  GRIFFIN:  Uh-huh. 

17 

being  discussed  with  CBI  last  spring  and  over  the 

17 

MS.  TERREL:  Is  this  part,  right 

18 

summer,  we  talked  about  rewards  and 

18 

now,  of  the  public  comment  period?  Because  there 

19 

enforceability  — or  I shouldn't  say  "we."  Rewards 

19 

have  been  a lot  of  comments  that  have  been  made, 

20 

and  enforceability  were  discussed. 

20 

and  I don't  know  whether  we're  in  the  public 

21 

I don't  know  what  came  of  that. 

21 

comment  process. 

22 

And  the  voluntary  compliance  guidelines  are  set  up, 

22 

I mean,  people  have  signed  up. 

23 

really,  outside  our  authority.  I really  don't  have 

23 

There  are  a lot  of  other  people  that  probably 

24 

any  enforcement  authority  over  those.  That's  about 

24 

haven’t  signed  up,  probably  because  they  didn't 

25 

as  far  as  I can  go  with  that. 

25 

want  to,  but  they  have  made  comments. 
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1 

MR.  RORICK:  But  you  do  assess 

1 

Is  all  of  this  that  is  being  taken 

2 

them  when  you  are  thinking  about  total  impact 

2 

down  now  part  of  the  record  that  you  will  be 

3 

experience,  I would  assume? 

3 

required  to  address?  Because  I think  it  should  be. 

4 

MR.  GRIFFIN:  Yes,  we  take  them 

4 

MR.  GRIFFIN:  Yes.  The  questions 

5 

into  account. 

5 

that  have  been  raised,  I think  we  have  responded 

6 

MS.  HALL:  Okay.  Right  here? 

6 

to. 

7 

MR.  DIPPOLD:  You  have  nice  maps 

7 

MS.  TERREL:  No,  you  haven't. 

8 

with  nice,  thin  little  lines  in  for  flight  paths. 

8 

Excuse  me.  I'm  sorry. 

9 

Do  you  have  a map  that  shows  the  flight  paths  with 

9 

MR.  GRIFFIN:  Well,  we  have  tried. 

10 

the  see-and-hear  width,  bandwidth  on  it? 

10 

maybe  not  to  everybody's  satisfaction.  There  have 

11 

MS.  HALL:  No,  we  don't. 

11 

been  some  comments  sprinkled  through  here,  but  we 

12 

MR.  DIPPOLD:  I would  suggest  that 

12 

have  set  up  part  of  this  time  to  take  official 

13 

would  be  something  you  should  have,  because  this 

13 

comment  And  that  is  where  we'll  start  taking  the 

14 

shows  not  much.  You  are  going  to  see  total 

14 

comment,  and  that's  what  will  be  addressed  in  the 

15 

coverage,  damn  near,  except  maybe  that  little  hole 

15 

final  EIS. 

16 

in  the  middle  there,  up  in  the  upper  icefield,  that 

16 

MS.  TERREL:  I think  the  reason 

17 

the  overlap  is  there.  There  is  no  independent 

17 

I'm  asking  this  is  that  there  are  some  people  who 

18 

flight  paths. 

18 

have  left,  and  there  are  some  people  who  have  made 

19 

MS.  HALL:  Okay.  There  are  no 

19 

comments  who  didn't  know  that,  and  their  comments 

20 

independent  areas?  No  impact  — 

20 

will  not  be  part  unless  you  decide  — they  will  not 

21 

MR.  DIPPOLD:  There  are  no  areas 

21 

be  part  of  the  record  that  you  need  to  address,  and 

22 

that  are  not  seen  or  heard,  and  in  most  cases. 

22 

it  has  not  been  made  clear  — and  those  of  us  who 

23 

multiple  times.  That  would  not  be  too  difficult  a 

23 

have  been  involved  in  EISs  and  NEPA  maybe  are  a 

24 

map  to  make,  based  on  altitude  and  sound  levels 

24 

little  more  aware. 

25 

coming  out  of  the  ’copters  to  make.  I'm  sure  you 

25 

But  there  are  other  people  who 
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1 

have  made  comments  that  maybe  thought  they  would  go 

1 

them. 

2 

into  the  public  record,  and  they  haven't  been,  or 

2 

But,  you  know,  we  have  the  option 

3 

they  might  not  be,  depending  on  what  you  decide. 

3 

of  including  every  single  letter  and  responding  to 

4 

MS.  HALL:  Well,  let  me  make  a 

4 

every  single  sentence  separately,  or  of  doing  an 

5 

couple  of  responses.  I guess  we  did  try  earlier  in 

5 

analysis  that  identifies,  essentially,  the  various 

6 

the  meeting  to  make  it  clear  that  we  were  going  to 

6 

issues  people  raise,  and  the  facets  of  those 

7 

have  questions  first,  and  then  we  were  going  to  go 

7 

issues.  Then  we  address  those  issue  by  issue,  or 

8 

to  comments  that  would  be  part  of  the  official 

8 

comment  type  by  comment  type,  whether  one  person 

9 

public  record  of  comments.  Perhaps  that  message 

9 

said  it  or  50  people  said  it 

10 

didn’t  get  through  clearly,  but  I did  try  to  make 

10 

MR.  REGES:  Are  you  planning  — I 

11 

that  message  clear. 

11 

thought  I heard  there  was  a subquestion  there.  Are 

12 

As  far  as  the  other  things  that 

12 

you  planning  on  referring  to  the  commentator  by 

13 

have  been  said  at  the  meeting  during  this 

' 13 

name  or  by  the  source,  referring  to  him  or  her? 

14 

question-and-answer  period,  certainly  all  of  that 

14 

MR.  GRIFFIN:  There  are  two  ways 

15 

information  is  in  the  public  record,  in  the 

15 

to  handle  that.  One  is  you  print  die  letter,  and 

16 

planning  record,  because  it's  all  being  recorded. 

16 

on  the  other  side  of  the  page,  you  say,  "This  is 

17 

and  it's  all  being  taken  down  by  the  court 

17 

our  response  to  this.  This  is  our  response  to 

18 

reporter.  So  that  we  have  the  verbatim  record  of 

18 

that." 

19 

everything  that  everybody  said  tonight,  and  all  the 

19 

If  we  get  500  postcards  that  all 

20 

places  where  we  said  we  think  we  can  address  that 

20 

say,  "No  limits  on  helicopter  tourism,"  what  well 

21 

in  the  final  EIS,  or  we’ll  look  at  that  And  so 

21 

probable  do  is  we  will  probably  respond  to  the 

22 

that s all  there. 

22 

comment,  "No  limits  on  helicopter  tourism,"  and 

23 

As  far  as  the  comments  that  were 

23 

list  all  the  people  who  provided  that  comment,  and 

24 

interwoven,  I guess,  I'm  thinking,  as  a practical 

24 

then  just  say  — just  give  a paragraph  response  to 

25 

matter,  we're  probably  going  to  — well  certainly 

25 

it 
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1 

consider  everything  that  is  there  as  part  of  what 

1 

MR.  REGES:  Okay.  I have  a 

2 

has  been  said.  You  probably  should  not  expect  to 

2 

question  as  to  would  you  accept  comments  on  behalf 

3 

see  a copy  of  that  part  of  the  record  included  in 

3 

of  an  association,  so  that  some  citizens  can  remain 

4 

the  final  EIS  as  part  of  the  official  comment  and 

4 

anonymous  if  they  so  choose? 

5 

response. 

5 

MR  GRIFFIN:  Sure. 

6 

MS.  THORPE:  If  I could  just 

6 

MS.  HALL:  Sure. 

7 

comment  This  is  not  the  only  time  we  are 

7 

MS.  HARRIS:  Tm  sorry  I haven't 

8 

receiving  comments.  We're  receiving  written 

8 

followed  this  issue  all  the  way  through,  but  could 

9 

comments  up  until  September  24th. 

9 

you  just  tell  me  which  alternative  we’re  closest  to 

10 

MS.  TERREL:  I know  that. 

10 

right  now?  What  are  we  operating  under  now? 

11 

MR.  GRIFFIN:  And  there  are 

11 

MR.  GRIFFIN:  Laurie,  help  me. 

12 

comment  sheets  in  the  back. 

12 

Our  proposed  action  — 

13 

MS.  HALL:  For  anybody  that  wants 

13 

MS.  THORPE:  It  would  be  our 

14 

to  use  them.  So  there  are  other  opportunities  as 

14 

proposed  action,  Alternative  E,  except  for 

15 

well. 

15 

operations  in  the  proposed  new  areas.  We  are 

16 

Right  here? 

16 

operating  in  the  1995  EIS  study  area. 

17 

MS.  HOOD:  Dixie  Hood.  Are  the 

17 

MS.  HARRIS:  So  this  year  we  will 

18 

comments  that  are  submitted  in  writing  before  the 

18 

probably  make  the  19,000  landings,  do  you  think? 

19 

deadline  ones  that  you  will  respond  to  in  the 

19 

MS.  THORPE:  I doubt  we'd  achieve 

20 

printed  record,  and  will  they  be  identified  by 

20 

that  The  numbers  are  showing  we  are  pretty  much 

21 

source? 

21 

the  same  as  we  were  last  year  and  the  year  before. 

22 

MS.  HALL:  Yes.  How  we 

22 

MS.  HARRIS:  So  have  we  had  any 

23 

specifically  treat  that  in  the  final  EIS  is 

23 

hours  restrictions  to  date,  or  is  this  something 

24 

probably  going  to  depend  a little  bit  on  how  many 

24 

brand  new? 

25 

comments  there  are  and  the  diversity  and  range  of 

25 

MS.  THORPE:  Currently,  they  are 
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1 

restricted  to  8:00  a.m.  to  8:30  p.m.  - or  is  it 

1 

all  listening  to  each  other  and  enjoying  nature 

2 

8:30  a.m.  to  8:00  p.m.?  If  s one  of  those. 

2 

with  none  of  us  around. 

3 

MS.  HARRIS:  Thank  you. 

3 

MR.  GRIFFIN:  If  there  are  none  of 

4 

MS.  HALL:  If  s 1 1 and  a half 

4 

us  around,  what  is  the  point?  Tm  sorry. 

5 

hours. 

5 

MS.  HART:  Spoken  like  a true  — 

6 

MS.  HART:  This  will  be  my  very 

6 

okay.  I'm  very  serious  about  this,  though,  because 

7 

last  one,  I promise.  Do  you  consider  the 

7 

I think  this  is  the  crux  of  what  we’re  talking 

8 

soundscape  part  of  the  environment  — you,  the 

8 

about,  and  it’s  the  crux  of  what  you  make  your 

9 

decision  maker? 

9 

decision  on. 

10 

MR.  GRIFFIN:  Oh,  don't  point  your 

10 

Is  what  we  are  hearing  — it 

11 

finger. 

11 

definitely  shows  up  as  a description  of  parts  of 

12 

MS.  HART:  I'm  sorry,  but  you  are 

12 

different  expectations  for  different  things.  The 

13 

the  guy. 

13 

National  Park  Service  definitely  includes  it  as 

14 

MR  GRIFFIN:  Do  I consider  the 

14 

part  of  their  environment,  and  Congress  has  had 

15 

soundscape?  Do  I consider  a quiet  mountaintop  part 

15 

many  hearings  about  noise  in  national  parks,  and 

16 

of  the  affected  environment?  Is  that  what  you  mean 

16 

natural  quiet  and  such. 

17 

by  "soundscape”? 

17 

I haven't  been  able  to  find 

18 

MS.  HART:  I'm  asking  — 

18 

anything  in  the  Forest  Service  documents  — and 

19 

specifically,  the  soundscape  is  the  general  label 

19 

their  searches  are  not  helping  with  me.  I haven’t 

20 

that  the  National  Park  Service  applies  to  the 

20 

been  able  to  find  anything  that  addresses  whether 

21 

audio  — whatever,  the  environment  that  you  hear. 

21 

or  not  the  Forest  Service  officially  considers  the 

22 

"Soundscape"  is  sort  of  a term  to  describe  what  you 

22 

soundscape  as  part  of  the  environment  or  not 

23 

hear,  and  Fm  wondering  — water  is  something  you 

23 

And  since  you  are  the  person 

24 

can  feel.  I think  you  would  consider  water  part  of 

24 

making  the  decision,  I want  to  know  what  you 

25 

the  environment,  or  a plant  or  an  animal. 

25 

consider. 
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1 

And  I'm  asking  if  you  consider 

1 

MR  GRIFFIN:  I don't  have  a good 

2 

that  element  of  die  soundscape,  what  you  do  or 

2 

answer  for  you,  Karla.  This  is  the  first  time  I've 

3 

don't  hear,  part  of  the  environment?  Which  I think 

3 

ever  heard  the  term  "soundscape." 

4 

is  critical  to  this  whole  document,  because  that's 

4 

MS.  HART:  That's  scary. 

5 

what  we're  talking  about,  really. 

5 

MR.  GRIFFIN:  So  you  can  probably 

6 

MR  GRIFFIN:  It  is  not  — you 

6 

draw  a conclusion  from  that,  that  I haven't  managed 

7 

can’t  pluck  it  with  tweezers  out  of  the  experience 

7 

for  it.  But  sound  is  part  of  the  experience  on  the 

8 

out  there.  If  s all  part  of  an  experience.  There 

8 

national  forest  — different  kinds  of  sounds, 

9 

are  different  experience  expectations  around  the 

9 

different  levels  of  sounds,  natural  sounds  versus 

10 

forest,  depending  on  what  kind  of  land  use 

10 

human-caused  sounds.  That's  — we  take  it  into 

11 

designation  you  are  in. 

11 

consideration.  I can't  say  any  more  than  that. 

12 

If  you  are  in  a wilderness 

12 

MS.  HALL:  If  I can  build  on  that 

13 

someplace,  you  have  a different  expectation  of  the 

13 

just  a little  bit,  Pete  — and  correct  me  if  I say 

14 

numbers  of  people,  of  the  sounds  you  hear,  of  the 

14 

something  wrong,  but  I think  this  might  help  a 

15 

tilings  you  see. 

15 

little  bit. 

16 

If  you  are  in  downtown  Juneau,  you 

16 

I think  it's  looked  at  in  the  same 

17 

have  a different  set  of  expectations.  You  expect 

17 

way  that  landscape  or  visual  resource  management  is 

18 

to  see  more  people.  You  expect  to  hear  more  sound. 

18 

on  the  national  forest,  as  in  the  focus  of  the 

19 

The  soundscape,  if  I take  you 

19 

visual  resource  management  is:  Where  do  the  people 

20 

correctly,  is  not  something  that  we  manage  in  and 

20 

see  the  landscape?  From  what  vantage  point  do  they 

21 

of  itself.  I think  that  might  be  a little  bit 

21 

see  it?  What  is  the  impact  of  changes  on  the 

22 

different  than  the  park  service. 

22 

visual  landscape  to  the  people  who  see  it?  What  is 

23 

MS.  HART:  Say  nobody  is  there. 

23 

the  expectation  of  the  people  who  see  it?  Are  they 

24 

Say  no  human  being  is  there.  There  is  a deer  out 

24 

driving  by  on  a highway,  or  are  they  recreating  in 

25 

there,  and  a bird,  and  another  bird,  and  they  are 

25 

a wilderness  area? 
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1 

And  I think  we  have  looked  at  it 

1 

not  fight 

2 

in  about  the  same  way.  We  haven't  called  it  the 

2 

MS.  HALL:  Okay.  The  point  is 

3 

"soundscape,"  but  obviously  we  have  been  talking 

3 

made,  I think. 

4 

about  the  effect  of  noise  on  people,  or  the  effect 

4 

Back  here? 

5 

of  noise  on  animals. 

5 

MR.  QUIGLEY:  The  Forest  Service 

6 

If  s obviously  not  as  far  as  you 

6 

issues  allowable  use  permits,  such  as  for  the 

7 

are  going,  and  if  s obviously  not  using  the  word 

7 

icefield.  Is  there  a curriculum  or  guidelines  or  a 

8 

"soundscape"  in  the  way  that  you  are  using  it  But 

8 

list  of  what  is  allowable  for  the  private  sector  to 

9 

the  concept  is  sound  or  noise  in  the  context  of  die 

9 

apply  for  the  permit,  to  do  such  a thing,  such  as 

10 

people  or  the  animals  who  hear  it,  in  the  same  way 

10 

dog  mushing?  And  in  an  EIS,  in  an  effort  to  do 

11 

that  the  landscape  assessment  is  in  die  concept  of 

11 

this  on  the  Juneau  Icefield,  why  was  it  taken  into 

12 

the  people  who  see  changes. 

12 

consideration,  when  historically,  there  has  never 

13 

MR.  GRIFFIN:  Boy,  I'm  glad  that 

13 

been  dog  mushing  in  this  region  ever?  Why  is  that 

14 

has  been  written  down. 

14 

going  on?  Do  you  see  my  point? 

15 

MS.  HALL:  Okay.  Tm  now  on  the 

15 

Is  there  a list  in  the  allowable 

16 

record  as  having  said  that 

16 

uses  as  to  — you  know,  what  will  they  come  up  with 

17 

Okay? 

17 

next?  Slides  on  crevasses,  or  water  world?  You 

18 

MS.  CARLS:  Becky  Carls  again.  If 

18 

know,  you  can  do  anything,  in  effect,  unless  there 

19 

I could  just  clarify  my  statement  before,  I dont 

19 

are  some  guidelines  for  it.  What  are  die 

20 

want  the  gentleman  across  the  aisle  from  me 

20 

regulations? 

21 

thinking  I’m  trying  to  promote  die  Mendenhall 

21 

MR.  GRIFFIN:  Right  The 

22 

Glacier  as  a landing  spot  for  the  helicopters. 

22 

guidelines  that  we  operate  under  is  the  Tongass 

23 

MR.  DIPPOLD:  Then  don't  talk 

23 

Land  Management  Plan.  If  something  is  consistent 

24 

about  it. 

24 

with  the  forest  plan,  we  can  consider  it. 

25 

MS.  CARLS:  I want  to  clarify  my 

25 

MR.  QUIGLEY : Dog  mushing  on  an 
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Page  109 

1 

statement,  and  I don't  want  it  taken  out  of  context 

1 

icefield? 

2 

by  the  "Empire." 

2 

MR.  GRIFFIN:  Sure. 

3 

Until  the  study  comes  out  on 

3 

MS.  HALL:  Okay.  Back  here? 

4 

heliports  in  about  two  weeks,  I would  like  to  know 

4 

MR.  CLUTTON:  Bill  Clutton.  I was 

5 

that  the  areas  that  we  are  looking  at  are  available 

5 

just  going  to  say,  just  for  an  historical  anecdote 

6 

to  be  looked  at.  Maybe  there  will  be  some 

6 

to  that,  my  understanding  is  that  one  of  the  most 

7 

miraculous  black  hole  that  will  suck  in  all  the 

7 

famous  mushing  treks  that  occurred  in  Alaska 

8 

noise. 

8 

occurred  from  the  Taku  Glacier  Lodge  all  the  way 

9 

But  we  can’t  know  that  until  the 

9 

across  the  Juneau  Icefield  on  up  to  Fairbanks.  So 

10 

study  comes  out  It  probably  will  come  out  that 

10 

there  is  precedent  for  dog  mushing  in  this  area. 

11 

the  place  would  be  a horrible  location,  but  there 

11 

MS.  HALL:  Thank  you. 

12 

are  little  places  that  you  can  tuck  in  up  there  at 

12 

Right  here? 

13 

the  glacier  where  maybe  it  would  work  out. 

13 

MS.  LEVINE:  Yes.  Joyce  Levine. 

14 

I would  like  just  to  let  the  study 

14 

I'm  just  wondering  what  criteria  you  use  for  noise? 

15 

come  out,  and  to  know  that  it  can  come  out,  and  we 

15 

For  example,  being  that  you  were  unsure  of  how  you 

16 

can  look  at  die  results,  and  that  any  of  the  places 

16 

were  going  to  take  your  comments  from  people  who 

17 

they  look  at  are  available  to  meet  that 

17 

don't  live  here,  compared  to  people  who  live  here. 

18 

MR.  DIPPOLD:  I don't  want  to 

18 

Somebody  who  comes  up  here  from 

19 

argue  this,  and  this  is  not  the  place  to  do  it  — 

19 

New  York  City;  somebody  who  comes  up  here  from 

20 

MS.  CARLS:  That's  fine. 

20 

Dallas,  Texas;  somebody  who  comes  up  here  from  some 

21 

MR.  DIPPOLD:  — but  you  are 

21 

big  city,  comes  into  Juneau  and  goes,  "Wow,  it's 

22 

assuming  that  you  need  heliports,  and  you  need  more 

22 

quiet  here." 

23 

tourists,  and  that's  not  an  assumption  you  can 

23 

Well,  there  are  15  helicopters 

24 

make. 

24 

flying  around  all  over,  and  people  in  Juneau  are 

25 

MR.  GRIFFIN:  Okay.  Gee,  let's 

25 

thinking  that  it’s  noisy.  I'm  wondering  what 
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Page  112  I 

1 

criteria  you  are  using  to  determine  what  noise  is. 

1 

MR.  GRIFFIN:  You  know,  that  is  — 

2 

MR.  GRIFFIN:  You  are  asking  me 

2 

I think  that's  a good  point  There  was  legislation 

3 

the  question  if  I have  a standard,  where  something 

3 

in  Congress  a couple  of  years  ago,  and  the  name  of 

4 

above  the  standard  is  not  acceptable,  and  something 

4 

it  just  suddenly  slipped  out  of  my  mind  — 

5 

below  the  standard  is  acceptable.  I don't  have  a 

5 

MS.  THORPE:  Cost  recovery. 

6 

standard.  We  measured  sound  levels  and  durations 

6 

MR.  GRIFFIN:  Cost  recovery. 

7 

of  sound  levels  to  make  evaluations  between  the 

7 

Thank  you.  Cost  recovery  legislation,  where  we 

8 

alternatives.  Some  are  more  noisy  than  others. 

8 

would  charge  a fee  up  front  that  would  cover  the 

9 

And  that  is  — I don't  have  a 

9 

cost  of  administering  the  permits  and  doing  the 

10 

standard  that  says  "Anything  above  this  is  not 

10 

monitoring. 

11 

acceptable,"  or  "Anything  below  this  is  completely 

11 

That  fee  would  be  passed  on  to  the 

12 

acceptable."  I don't  have  a criterion  like  that. 

12 

permittees,  and  that  is  something  we  have  not  had 

13 

MS.  HALL:  Okay.  More  questions? 

13 

the  authority  to  do  in  the  past,  and  it  would  make 

14 

Right  back  here? 

14 

a big  difference  in  our  program. 

15 

MR.  BENTLEY : I'm  Mr.  Bentley 

15 

I know  that  regulations  are  being 

16 

again.  Pete,  can  you  briefly  describe  what  your 

16 

looked  at  right  now  back  in  Washington.  They  have 

17 

monitoring  program  might  be  for  monitoring  these 

17 

been  somewhat  delayed.  I don’t  know  whether  that 

18 

activities,  and  is  your  funding  anywhere  close  to 

18 

has  to  do  with  the  new  administration  or  not.  But 

19 

sufficient  to  what  you  would  like  to  have  for  a 

19 

we're  probably  a year  away  from  doing  that,  being 

20 

monitoring  program? 

20 

able  to  do  something  like  that. 

21 

MR.  GRIFF  IN:  Our  monitoring 

21 

MR.  BENTLEY:  Well,  I would 

22 

program  in  the  past  has  been  monitoring  activities 

22 

suggest  that  we  — I do  not  have  any  idea  whether 

23 

up  on  the  icefield  and  administering  our  special 

23 

the  fees  charged  at  the  Glacier  Visitor's  Center  or 

24 

use  permits  with  the  helicopter  companies  and  folks 

24 

campgrounds  or  the  cabins  out  in  the  Tongass  Forest 

25 

that  are  running  operations  up  on  the  icefield. 

25 

are  adequate  to  cover  those  programs.  If  they  are 
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Page  113 

1 

We  have  not  — up  to  a couple  of 

1 

not,  they  should  be.  They  should  be  borne  by  the 

2 

years  ago,  we  hadn't  done  much  monitoring  at  all  of 

2 

users,  even  if  I'm  a user. 

3 

the  helicopters  in  flight.  But  we're  starting  to 

3 

To  me,  it's  basic  enough  that  it 

4 

do  that  more,  particularly  with  the  work  that  Don 

4 

doesn't  deserve  much  more  discussion,  and  the  same 

5 

has  been  doing,  which  has  given  us  a lot  more  data 

5 

would  go  to  our  needs  for  monitoring,  at  whatever 

6 

than  we  have  ever  had  before  on  monitoring  goat 

6 

level  that  might  be,  for  the  helicopter  flying. 

7 

behavior  and  goat  populations,  monitoring  the 

7 

MR.  GRIFF  IN:  Good  point. 

8 

number  of  flights  and  the  distances  from  mountain 

8 

MS.  HALL:  Okay.  Question? 

9 

goats. 

9 

MS.  CRAIG:  My  name  is  Lori  Craig. 

10 

So  we  have  been  doing  better 

10 

Following  up  on  Mr.  Bentley's  question,  we  have  a 

11 

there.  We  need  to  do  more  because  we  get  questions 

11 

demonstration  project  — isn’t  that  correct?  — to 

12 

all  the  time.  You  know,  are  you  keeping  track? 

12 

collect  fees  at  die  visitor's  center.  How  does 

13 

Well,  there  is  only  so  much  we  can  do  to  keep 

13 

something  like  that  go  about  — using  that 

14 

track. 

14 

mechanism  to  do  some  monitoring,  get  some  funding? 

15 

There  is  never  enough  money  to 

15 

MR.  GRIFFIN:  That  has  actually 

16 

monitor  everything  that  you  would  like  to,  and  I'll 

16 

been  attempted  — the  recreation  fee  demo  program 

17 

just  leave  it  at  that.  We  need  to  establish  some 

17 

is  a national  program  establish  by  Congress  a 

18 

priorities  for  monitoring,  and  take  a look  at 

18 

number  of  years  ago  that  said  the  Forest  Service, 

19 

checking  those  things  that  are  the  most  important 

19 

the  Park  Service,  and  I think  the  Fish  and  Wildlife 

20 

things  to  be  checked.  And  some  things  that  are 

20 

Service  can  charge  fees  for  use  of  facilities,  and 

21 

nice  to  know,  but  that  are  not  critical,  we  let 

21 

the  agencies  that  did  that  on  a demonstration 

22 

slip  by. 

22 

project  — it's  not  a permanent  legislation,  but  we 

23 

MR.  BENTLEY:  Have  you  considered 

23 

can  take  the  fees  and  then  turn  them  right  back 

24 

a user  fee  to  support  your  monitoring  program  in 

24 

into  the  program,  keep  them  right  in  the  area. 

25 

nsss 

this  particular  activity? 

25 

And  we  do  so  with  the  Mendenhall 
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1 

campground  and  the  Mendenhall  Glacier  "Visitor’s 

1 

signed  up  have  had  their  opportunity,  then  we’ll  go 

2 

Center,  and  also  the  Juneau  Icefield  has  a 50-cent 

2 

bade  to  the  ones  who  haven't  finished  yet  That 

3 

fee  per  passenger  under  the  fee  demo  program.  We 

3 

way  well  give  everybody  who  has  signed  up  a chance 

4 

have  used  some  of  those  fee  demo  monies  in  doing 

4 

to  get  their  comments  in  before  it  gets  too  late. 

5 

some  of  our  mountain  goat  work. 

5 

So  if  you  want  to  take  more  time, 

6 

Some  of  die  other  regions  in  the 

6 

then  we  will  just  put  your  name  at  the  bottom  of 

7 

United  States  have  taken  their  special  use  permit 

7 

tiie  list  and  go  through  it  again. 

8 

fees  and  turned  those  into  a fee  demo  program,  and 

8 

So  if  that  works  for  everybody. 

9 

collected  the  fees,  the  entire  fee,  on  the  forest. 

9 

let  me  start  with  Ron  Dippold.  You  are  first  on 

10 

and  used  die  money  that  way.  But  that  was  specific 

10 

tiie  list 

11 

- to  those  regions,  and  we  did  not  have  that 

11 

MR.  DIPPOLD:  Ronald  Dippold; 

12 

authority  here.  But  that  is  something  that  may  be 

12 

D-I-P-P-O-L-D.  rm  about  a 35-year  resident  of 

13 

considered  if  the  fee  demo  legislation  ever  becomes 

13 

Juneau.  I live  up  near  the  glacier. 

14 

permanent 

14 

My  comments  are  basically  — fm 

15 

MR.REGES:  Does  it  require 

15 

speaking  for  myself,  not  for  any  group  or  anything 

16 

congressional  changes,  or  is  it  a regulatory 

16 

like  that  As  for  as  the  EIS  process,  there  is 

17 

change,  statutory  or  regulatory? 

9 

17 

really  not  much  to  comment  on  because  it’s  one  of 

18 

MR.  GRIFFIN:  I’m  not  sure  which. 

N 

18 

the  worst  I have  seen  in  35  years.  It  doesn't 

19 

MR.REGES:  Well  find  out 

19 

cover  all  the  subjects. 

20 

MS. HALL:  Okay.  Anymore 

20 

Comments  so  far  as  the 

21 

questions?  Okay. 

21 

alternatives  — Pm  answering  the  sheet  here.  The 

22 

I think,  given  where  we  are  in  the 

22 

alternatives  are  not  worth  commenting  on  because 

23 

evening  — I have  about  25  minutes  of  9:00  — and 

23 

you  did  not  do  an  analysis  that  is  worthwhile.  You 

24 

I'm  going  to  suggest  that  we  just  take  a littie 

24 

can't  comment  on  the  alternatives.  So,  if  you 

25 

stand-up  break  for  a couple  minutes.  I want  to 

25 

don't  have  tiie  data,  you  can't  make  comments. 
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1 

have  a quick  conference  with  Pete  about  the 

1 

Significant  items  you  did  not 

2 

structure  for  die  rest  of  the  evening,  and  then  we 

2 

comment  on;  You  didn't  comment  on  cost  of  fueL 

3 

will  go  into  the  formal  comment  period. 

3 

That’s  a big  thing.  Helicopter  fuel,  bus  fuel. 

4 

Thanks  very  much. 

rl 

4 

What  is  the  cost  of  doing  that? 

5 

(Off  record) 

5 

AH  the  different  — you  are  going 

6 

MS.  HALL:  So  if  we  can  get  people 

a* 

6 

to  increase  it  five,  ten  times.  What  is  going  to 

7 

kind  ofback  in  place  and  attending,  we're  going  to 

7 

be  the  cost  on  that? 

8 

go  into  the  comment  period  now.  What  I have  is. 

8 

Increase  in  bus  traffic  to  the 

9 

right  now,  13  names  on  the  list  for  comments.  Do 

• 

9 

heliports,  helicopters,  or  wherever  they  are  going 

10 

we  have  anybody  else  who  hasn't  signed  up  who 

10 

to  be.  We  have  already  got  too  many  busses  out 

11 

thinks  they'd  like  to  make  comments? 

11 

here  now. 

12 

So  for  the  time  being,  we  have  got 

12 

Base  expansion  down  here,  I guess. 

13 

your  names  here.  In  order  to  ensure  that  the  court 

13 

on  the  flat  lands,  where  they  are  at,  where  they 

14 

reporter  gets  your  name  and  gets  your  comment  and 

> 

14 

are  located  now.  What  about  base  expansion?  Maybe 

15 

doesn't  miss  anything,  Td  like  to  ask  you  to  state 

» 

o 

15 

it’s  not  Forest  Service  prerogative  to  say  yea  or 

16 

your  name  clearly,  to  stand  up  and  state  your  name. 

16 

nay,  but  it's  going  to  be  an  environmental  effect 

17 

and  then  speak  as  clearly  as  you  can  to  make  sure 

17 

This  is  wetlands,  you  know,  if  you  want  to  lode  at 

18 

that  they  can  get  your  comment  exactly  as  you  state 

18 

it  that  way. 

19 

it 

19 

Safety  — I am  real  concerned 

20 

In  the  interests  of  time,  what 

20 

about  safety.  I’ve  spent  more  hours  flying  in 

21 

well  do  is  have  a three-minute  limit  on  your 

21 

helicopters  and  fixed-wing  planes  than  I hate  to 

22 

period  to  speak.  If  you  are  not  finished  at  the 

22 

count,  and  I always  look  for  that  black  ball  to 

23 

end  of  your  three  minutes,  HI  just  ask  you  to 

23 

come  15).  I never  flew  with  anybody,  if  I could 

24 

stop  at  that  point  if  you  will,  well  go  on  to  the 

O' 

24 

help  it,  who  wasn't  up  here  at  least  two  or  three 

25 

next  person,  and  as  soon  as  all  the  people  who  have 

25 

years. 
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1 

Most  of  the  folks  — because  they 

1 

than  looking  into  any  research. 

2 

have  to  bring  up  a lot  of  people  for  the  summer. 

7) 

2 

Impacts  on  learning,  especially 

3 

They  may  be  good  pilots,  but  they  do  not  know  this 

3 

for  children  in  daycares,  are  missing  Impacts  on 

4 

country.  They  don’t  know  die  mountains. 

Hi 

4 

communication,  especially  few  people  who  have  any 

i 5 

We  had  a prime  example  a couple  of 

V 

5 

hearing  problems  or  people  who  are  just  acquiring 

6 

years  ago  when  a bunch  of  people  from  New  Zealand, 

6 

language  skills,  are  totally  missing. 

, 7 

Australia,  and  I think  Germany  - boom,  you  know. 

7 

Nonquantifiable  impacts  are 

8 

They  ran  out  of  airspace.  Killed  a bunch  of  people 

8 

dismissed  as  being  nonquantifiable,  difficult  to 

9 

and  hurt  a bunch  of  people. 

9 

get,  not  available,  and,  therefore,  not  considered. 

10 

Safety  is  important  You  are  not 

10 

NEPA  specifically  says  that  you  have  to  address 

11 

going  to  have  safety,  no  matter  what  they  say  about 

11 

nonquantifiable  impacts,  as  well 

12 

hours,  if  they  don’t  put  in  — unless  they  bring  in 

12 

So,  basically,  Td  hope  that 

13 

a lot  of  pilots  that  stay  here  year-round  to  fly 

13 

before  September  24th,  the  comment  deadline, 

14 

and  know  what  they  are  doing.  That’s  critical. 

14 

everybody  who  is  involved  in  this  would  read  the 

15 

Phis  die  risk  to  the  rescue  people  with  the 

15 

Forest  Service  manual,  the  relevant  parts  relating 

16 

inexperienced  pilots  up  here. 

16 

to  social  and  economic  analysis,  read  the  Forest 

17 

Increased  cruise  ship  traffic. 

17 

Service  Handbook  relating  to  that,  read  NEPA,  read 

18 

You  couldn't  answer  that  question  about  whether 

18 

the  instructions  relating  to  environmental  justice. 

19 

it’s  going  to  have  any  effect  on  anise  ship 

19 

and  so  on,  so  that  you  are  able  to  take  this  on. 

20 

traffic.  Is  it  going  to  lower  it,  have  no  effect? 

20 

because  you  have  got  a tight  deadline  for  getting 

21 

Who  knows?  You  didn't  cover  that 

21 

this  done  in  January. 

22 

Effects  (m  the  walk-up  people. 

22 

Thank  you. 

23 

people  who  walk  up  to  the  icefield,  who  work  their 

23 

MS.  HALL:  Okay.  Thank  you. 

24 

butt  off.  I've  done  that  back,  you  know,  20  years 

24 

Karla. 

25 

and  100  pounds  ago.  I walked  up  there  a lot  of 

25 

And  the  next  on  the  list  is  Dylan 
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1 

times,  and  the  last  damn  thing  rd  want  to  see  is  a 

1 

Quigley. 

2 

helicopter,  unless  it  was  up  there  for  a reason. 

2 

MR.  QUIGLEY:  Dylan  Quigley.  I'm 

3 

A helicopter  is  a great  machine. 

3 

a citizen  of  Juneau.  I just  want  to  thank 

4 

When  I was  out  in  the  woods  for  30  days  or  so  and 

4 

everybody  hoe.  I have  never  really  done  this. 

5 

one  came  to  pick  me  up,  I felt  good  about  it  But 

5 

In  essence,  what  we’re  really 

6 

when  you  got  them  buzzing  around  here,  ifs  like  a 

6 

talking  about  is  quality  of  life  in  Juneau.  And 

7 

nuisance  factor.  You  might  just  as  well  run  snow 

7 

everybody  in  this  room  is  somewhat  of  a transient 

8 

machines  around  the  Loop  Road. 

8 

You  know,  we  all  stem  from  the  miners  coming  into 

9 

MS.  HALL:  Okay.  Thank  you. 

9 

this  environment  We  all  have  impact;  all  our 

10 

Mr.  Dippold.  That’s  your  three  minutes.  Do  you 

10 

lives  impact  this  area. 

11 

want  me  to  put  you  on  die  bottom  of  die  list? 

11 

And  the  helicopter  industry  has 

12 

MR.  DIPPOLD:  Yes,  please.  I've 

12 

just  moved  right  in,  in  the  last  ten  years,  last  15 

13 

just  started. 

13 

years.  I think  ifs  quite  apparent,  and  it's 

14 

MS.  HALL:  Okay.  Karla  Hart? 

14 

somewhat  disrespectful  to  those  that  have  been  here 

15 

MS.  HART:  Thank  you.  My  name  is 

15 

a long  time  and  know  this,  and  try  to  express  their 

16 

Karla  Hart  My  comments  on  this  basically  — HI 

16 

concerns  over  this,  and  the  industry,  being  that  it 

17 

submit  written  comments,  but  the  social  and 

17 

is  money-related,  is  just  moving  right  in. 

18 

economic  analysis  is  totally  flawed  or  missing 

18 

Ifs  hard  to  go  out  in  the 

19 

There  is  nothing  of  substance  to  be  able  to  comment 

19 

summertime  months,  when  you  don’t  have  that  much 

20 

on  because  there  is  nothing  of  substance  in  die 

20 

heat,  and  when  you  do,  you  go  out  there,  and  you 

21 

document 

21 

are  hiking  and  sweating,  you  know,  like  you  worked 

22 

The  health  effects  of  noise  are 

Pv 

22 

to  get  to  a place,  and  you  feel  embarrassed.  You 

23 

missing  and  totally  flawed.  There  are  many 

Vv 

23 

brought  friends,  your  family  from  your  future  world 

24 

references  out  there  that  you  could  address,  that 

24 

down  in  the  Lower  48,  and  you  hike  way  up  in  the 

25 

were  not  addressed.  Things  were  dismissed  rather 

25 

mountains,  and  there  is  helicopters  all  over  the 

*1 
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1 

place.  If  s embarrassing,  downright  embarrassing. 

1 

Alternative  B. 

2 

you  know? 

2 

Reduce  the  landings  from  the  1999 

3 

If  s a feeling  you  get  from  this 

3 

actual  use  level  by  7 percent  per  year.  You 

4 

place,  and  it's  being  dissolved.  It's  being 

4 

currently  have  it  9 percent  above  what  was 

5 

absolved  by  the  industry.  And  if  s very  emotional. 

5 ! 

authorized,  but  you  could  do  it  at  7 percent  a year 

6 

My  nephew  just  died  of  leukemia. 

6 

below  the  actuals,  to  file  1994  actual  use  level 

. 7 

Not  even  three.  One  of  the  first  words  out  of  his 

7 

Alternative  B,  as  it  now  stands. 

8 

mouth  was  "helicopter"  because  the  flight  path  had 

8 

offers  no  noise  relief  next  summer,  and  only  some 

9 

been  chosen  to  go  over  our  house  at  Lemon  Creek. 

9 

the  following  summer.  Two  more  summers  at  these 

10 

They  won't  fly  at  1,500  feet  You 

10 

noise  levels  are  two  too  many. 

11 

can  call  them  all  you  want  And  they  are  still 

- 

11 

Six  days  of  operation  would  seem 

12 

just  right  there  at  550, 700  feet 

**\ 

12 

to  be  a more  appropriate  option.  I believe  that  is 

13 

And  little  kids  are  apparent  to 

13 

how  many  days  of  cruise  ship  operations  there  were 

14 

this.  They  see  these  things.  And  I think  — 

QQ 

14 

in  1994,  and  this  might  come  closest  to  helping  us 

15 

thafs  what  I mean  when  I say  we're  not  looking  at 

15 

return  to  those  Iowa*  noise  levels,  which  seems  to 

16 

the  people  that  live  here  a long  time,  because  they 

16 

be  where  the  community  was  unhappy  but  not 

17 

see  these  filings.  And  kids  do,  too. 

17 

incredibly  unhappy. 

18 

hi  the  base  line  information,  base 

18 

There  should  be  no  new  landing 

19 

line  facts  will  become  — unless  they  are  started 

19 

areas  on  file  icefield,  which  would  spread  the  noise 

20 

and  implemented  and  looked  at,  will  — over  time. 

20 

around  even  more. 

21 

won't  be  there,  because  all  this  other  information 

21 

I want  to  quote  from  the  previous 

22 

just  passes  by. 

22 

t draft  — final  EIS  which  says,  "It  is  recognized 

23 

This  is  a new  industry.  It  is 

23 

that  any  increase  in  helicopter  traffic  will  likely 

24 

just  rapidly  growing,  and  I think  it's  my  opinion 

24 

increase  the  percent  of  the  population  highly 

25 

that  this  EIS  isn't  really  taking  into  total 

> 

• 

25 

annoyed  by  helicopter  use.  This  percent  will 

Pagel^ 

! 
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1 

consideration  the  people  of  Juneau  and  the  quality 

1 

likely  remain  low  at  the  mid  levels  of  use 

2 

of  life  thereof.  It’s  all  apparent. 

2 

authorized  by  this  alternative,  as  indicated  by  file 

3 

Thafs  all  I have  to  say. 

3 

level  measured  in  the  June  1992  sound  study." 

4 

MS.  HALL:  Okay.  Thank  you. 

4 

And  I don't  think  that  is  what 

5 

Becky  Carls? 

5 

happened.  I think  you  got  a lot  of  really  annoyed 

6 

MS.  CARLS:  Becky  Carls.  Your 

6 

vpeople. 

7 

DEIS  — 

u 

7 

Td  like  to  suggest,  where  you  are 

8 

MS.  HALL:  Becky,  maybe  if  you 

8 

talking  about  allocations,  a minimal  allocation  of 

9 

would  stand  up? 

9 

500  to  1,000  per  company,  so  that  the  little 

10 

MS.  CARLS:  I can  talk  louder  if  I 

10 

companies  don’t  go  out  of  business,  and  the 

11 

stay  seated. 

11 

remainder  of  those  landings  to  be  open  to  abid 

12 

MS.  HALL:  Okay. 

12 

award  process. 

l13 

MS.  CARLS:  Your  DEIS  speaks 

13 

I'd  like  to  thank  you  all  for  your 

14 

frequently  to  mitigating  the  noise  caused  by 

14 

hard  work  on  this  draft  EIS,  which  is  a much  better 

15 

flightseeing.  The  only  truly  effective  long-term 

15 

document  than  — is  a much  better  document  than 

16 

solution  available  to  us  now  with  the  current 

16 

your  old  final  EIS.  There  is  a lot  of  work  in 

17 

routes  and  heliports  in  place  would  be  to 

17 

this,  a lot  of  really  good  information,  and  I know 

18 

significantly  reduce  the  number  of  flights. 

18 

here  is  a lot  more  that  has  to  be  done. 

19 

I notice  you  have  only  one 

19 

But,  you  know,  if  s a really  good 

20 

alternative  which  reduces  landings  below  the  1 999 

20 

document,  and  I enjoyed  reading  it 

21 

actual  use  levels,  and  four  which  raise  the  number 

21 

MS.  HALL:  Thank  you.  Joyce 

22 

of  landings  above  those  levels. 

22 

Levine? 

23 

I think  another  reduction 

23 

MS.  LEVINE:  Yes.  My  name  is 

p4 

alternative  should  be  introduced,  and  I propose  file 

24 

Joyce  Levine.  I have  been  a resident  of  Juneau  for 

(25 

following  brief  description  of  a modification  to 

25 

17  years,  and  111  comment  further  in  a letter  to 

$ 
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1 
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the  Forest  Service. 

But  basically,  I think  it’s 
important  to  get  impacts  from  the  year-round 
residents  instead  of  seasonal  workers  from  the 
Lower  48  who  come  up,  as  it  is  important  for  people 
who  live  here  to  have  more  of  an  impact  on  their 
home  than  people  who  just  come  to  visit  for  the 
summer. 

I think  it’s  very  important  to 
consider  the  impacts  of  noise  and  its  health 
effects.  It’s  incredible  now  the  impact  that  noise 
has  on  stress  levels,  just  — I think  the  Forest 
Service  needs  to  go  further  into  the  impacts  of 
noise  and  more  fully  report  that 
^ We  need  to  limit  the  number  of 

landings  and  hours  during  the  day  and  in  die  days 
during  the  week  to  lower  levels.  I think  that 
there  should  be  at  least  a couple  of  days  during 
the  week  that  people  in  Juneau  can  have  days  off 
from  helicopters,  where  it  can  be  quiet,  and  limit 
.the  amount  of  hours. 

^ I think  that  pilots  — we  have 

had  — I think  it  was  lak  year  there  was  an 
incident  on  the  Herbert  Glacier  where  there  were 
three  helicopters,  one  after  the  other,  that 
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1 MS.  HALL:  Thank  you,  Joyce. 

2 Mark  Rorick? 

3 MR.  RORICK:  My  name  is  Mark 

4 Rorick.-  Pm  representing  the  Juneau  Group  Sierra 

5 Club.  Well  have  an  addendum  or  an  addition  to 

6 these  comments  before  the  comment  deadline. 

7 Td  like  to  thank  Laurie  for  all 

8.  her  hard  work,  and  Don  for  traipsing  around  the 

9 mountains  — which  sounds  fun  — and  for  Pete  to 

10  sit  here  and  take  the  abuse.  You  have  to  have  a 

1 1 thick  skin  to  work  for  the  Forest  Service  these- 

12  days. 

r~I3  First,  Td  like  to  say  I have  read 

14  the  entire  scoping  file,  and  the  publishing  notes, 

15  and  that  while  the  DEIS  never  comes  right  out  and 

16  says  it,  there  is  no  neighborhood  or  recreation 

17  trail  from  Pt  Bishop  to  Echo  Cove  that  is  not 

18  being  adversely  impacted  from  flightseeing 

19  activities. 

20  Of  course,  the  Forest  Service 

21  lists  the  trails  and  neighborhoods  individually, 

22  but  you  could  have  just  saved  foe  space  and  simply 

23  said  that  during  foe  tourism  season,  back-country 

24  neighborhood  peace-and-quiet  values  throughout  the 

25  borough  are  being  compromised. 
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landed,  crashed;  landed,  crashed;  landed,  crashed. 

These  pilots  were  — Fd  be 
surprised  if  they  were  experienced.  But  we  need  to 
have  pilots  — foe  Forest  Service  needs  to  require 
that  the  pilots  have  at  least  two  or  three  seasons 
of  — in  Southeast  of  flying,  and  not  just  be  able 
to  come  up  and  fly,  and  not  be  aware  of  foe  impacts 
or  foe  problems  that  exist  from  flying  in  Southeast 
Alaska. 

I think  safety  is  important,  and 
it  needs  to  be  further  addressed. 

The  impacts  of  helicopters  on 
"birds  I dont  think  has  been  fully  addressed. 

Eagles  fly  constantly,  soar  constantly  over  foe 
glacier,  and  I think  their  patterns  of  flight  are 
definitely  affected  by  foe  helicopters.  And  I 
think  ifs  ridiculous  to  think  that  they  are  not 

I don't  think  we  should  have  any 
new  landings  or  increased  landings  on  foe  glacier. 
And  I wonder  also  what  foe  point  of  foe  limit  is 
that  foe  Forest  Service  is  going  to  come  to  before 
it  says,  "Enough  is  enough." 

Thank  you.  And  thank  you  for 
being  here  tonight  and  taking  our  comments,  and 
allowing  me  and  other  people  to  speak.  Thank  you. 
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1 The  criteria  for  authorization  of 

2 outfitter  guide  operations  include  minimizing 

3 impacts  on  highly  populated  local  areas,  and 

4 ensuring  that  operations  can  be  carried  out  in  a 

5 compatible  fashion  with  existing  or  expected  use  by 

6 the  nonguided  public. 

7 I suggest  that  foe  current  level 

8 of  sightseeing  is  obviously  violating  these  two 

9 criteria.  The  expected  experience,  even  in  a 

10  developed  area,  such  as  Cowee/Davis  Creek,  does  not 

11  include  being  impacted  by  helicopter  and  other 

12  flightseeing  noises  every  two  to  three  minutes,  all 

13  day  long,  on  every  sunny  day  between  May  and 
14.4  September. 

15  The  standards  and  guidelines 

16  describe  an  expectation  that  the  user  would  meet 

17  less  than  ten  parties  per  day,  and  that's  sight  and 

18  sound.  The  experiences  of  human  activity  should  be 

19  rare. 

20  The  cumulative  impacts  of  the  EIS 

21  must  address  the  impacts  of  permitted  tours,  in 

22  combination  with  other  activities,  even  if  these 

23  activities  are  outside  of  foe  control  of  foe  Forest 

24  Service. 

25  . I would  suggest  that  the  Forest 
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1 Service,  when  they  are  considering  how  many 

2 landings  to  permit  — and  they  are  assessing  the 

3 impacts  that  are  cumulative  activities  that  are 

4 ongoing,  would  do  well  to  state  that  the  number  of 

5 landings  they  are  going  to  permit  would  be  based  on 

6 how  well  die  Sightseeing  industry  mitigates  those 

7 impacts,  both  the  permitted  ones  and  the 

8 nonpermitted,  nonlanding  Sightseeing  impacts. 

9 Voluntary  compliance  — adherence 

10  to  the  voluntary  compliance  is  key  in  doing  that 

11  MS.  HALL:  Mark,  that’s  your  three 

12  minutes.  Would  you  like  me  to  put  you  down  on  die 

13  bottom  of  die  list? 

14  MR.RORICK:  Pd  like  to  ask  you 

15  for  30  more  seconds. 

16  MS.  HALL:  m give  you  30  more 

17  seconds,  because  we’re  close  to  the  aid. 

A*  MR.  RORICK:  As  I say , Td  like  to 

19  state  the  obvious.  The  main  problem  is  not  with 

20  what  happens  on  the  icefields,  although  we’d  like 

21  to  see  some  portion  of  them  also  set  aside  for 

22  quiet  use.  But  the  real  problem  is  what  happens 

23  between  here  and  there. 

24  And  Td  like  to  say  that  all  the 

25  Sightseeing  operators  — they  are  hard-working 


Page  130 

> 

I 

$ 


Page  132 


1 irretrievable  commitment  of  resources,  which  was 

2 dismissed  in  the  draft  EIS,  I consider  the 

3 potential  loss  of  my  sanity  and  the  value  of  my 

4 home  to  be  an  irretrievable  commitment  of 

5 resources. 

6 Thank  you  for  being  here  tonight 

7 MS.  HALL:  Okay.  Thank  you. 

8 BillClutton? 

9 MR.  CLUTTON:  Hi.  My  name  is  Bill 

10  Clutton.  That's  C-L-U-T-T-O-N.  I don’t  have 

11  anything  prepared,  so  I really  don’t  know  where-to- 

12  begin  on  this,  except  to  say  that  I try  to  apply  to 

13  this  thing  that  I apply  to  most  things  in  life. 

14  And  Pm  not  always  successful,  and  I really 

15  question  whether  a good  number  of  other  people  are 

16  successful  in  that 

17  And  that  is,  when  you  look  at  both 
• 18  sides,  there  is  a good  side  and  a bad  side  to 

19  almost  everything  that  is  out  there.  I can’t  think 

20  of  anything  drat  is  all  good  or  all  bad. 

21  We  in  Juneau  — and,  by  the  way, 

22  Pm  an  18-year  resident  of  Alaska,  almost  19  now, 

23  and  a ten-year  resident  of  Juneau  So  Pm  not  just 

24  passing  through. 

25  But  we’re  blessed  or  cursed. 
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1 people.  They  are  honest  they  have  families,  they 

2 hold  family  values,  and  that  the  Sierra  Club 

3 respects  their  position. 

4 MS.  HALL:  Okay.  Thank  you. 

5 Everett  Hinkley? 

6 MR.  HINKLEY:  Yes.  My  name  is 

7 Everett  Hinkley,  and  I want  to  state  that  I support 

8 tourism,  and  I recognize  the  importance  of  tourism 

9 to  the  local  economy.  I do  not  however,  support 

10  high-impact  activities  like  flightseeing. 

T 1 Helicopter  noise  in  Juneau  is  a 

12  problem,  period.  Helicopter  flights  should  not  be 

13  flying  over  residential  neighborhoods. 

44  I believe  in  daily  caps  chi 

15  flights,  rather  than  seasonal  caps,  and  1 think 

16  that  it’s  important  that  everybody  be  reminded  that 

1 7 these  landing  permits  are  a privilege  and  not  an 

18  entitlement. 

T9  There  was  a couple  of  comments 

20  made  about  property  assessment  here  earlier, 

21  property  assessment  in  Juneau,  and  I think  property 

22  assessment  in  Juneau  by  the  assessor  is  a joke  and 

23  does  not  adequately  represent  the  negative  impacts 
QA  to  people’s  property  values. 

25  Finally,  regarding  the 
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1 depending  on  how  you  look  at  it,  in  having  our  town 

2 be  butted  right  up  against  probably  die  most 

3 beautiful  national  forest  in  die  national  forest 

4 system. 

5 We're  the  city  that  is  located  at 

6 basically  the  entrance.  People  who  pay  tax 

7 dollars,  which  include  not  only  the  people  in  this 

8 room,  but  everybody  throughout  the  rest  of  this 

9 country,  pay  to  have  this  Forest  Service  even  in 

10  place,  and  this  forest  in  place,  and  protected. 

11  And  they  have  — aside  from  a 

2 privilege,  they  also  have  a right  to  come  and  enjoy 

3 their  national  forest.  Not  all  of  them  are  blessed 

4 with  the  great  health  to  hike  back  up  in  these 
__5  trails,  like  a good  number  of  other  people  are. 

16  The  only  way  they  can  enjoy  the 

17  wonders  that  we  have  here  are  by  air.  Think  about 
#8  how  many  times  any  of  you  have  gone  to  another 

19  state,  whether  it  be  Hawaii  or  down  to  Seattle  or 

20  to  the  Tetons,  or  to  any  of  the  other  forests  or 

21  parks  in  our  systems.  Have  any  of  you  ever  given 

22  any  thought  to  the  impact  that  you  have  placed  on 

23  the  people  who  live  in  those  areas? 

24  I seriously  doubt  that  you  have, 

25  certainly  not  to  the  degree  that  you  have  hoe, 
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1 because  it's  not  in  my  backyard.  And  that’s  really  v 

2 what  it  boils  down  to.  How  many  planes  have  taken  ' 

3 off  out  of  this  airport  this  evening?  At  least  a ^ 

4 half  a dozen.  Q 

5 Nobody  thinks  of  the  noise  of 

6 those  airplanes,  because  they  get  on  those 

7 airplanes,  and  they  take  them  someplace.  So  as  ^ 

8 long  as  it  takes  them  someplace,  they  don't  care  ^ 

9 about  it  When  it's  somebody  else,  they  suddenly  ^ 

Uo  do.  ^ 

11  To  turn  the  table  another  way, 

12  look  at  the  other  side  of  another  coin.  Yes, 

13  people  hiking  down  a trail,  some  of  them,  may 

14  object  to  seeing  a helicopter  or  a plane  or 

15  anything  fly  over.  What  about  the  other  people  who 

16  are  in  the  helicopter  looking  down  expecting  to  see 

17  a pristine,  uninterrupted  national  forest,  and  they 

18  see  trails  and  people  hiking  through  there? 

19  rm  not  saying  one  is  more  valid 

20  or  less  valid  than  the  other.  Tm  simply  saying 

21  there  are  two  sides  to  the  coin. 

22  MS.  HALL:  Okay.  Thank  you. 

23  Would  you  like  me  to  put  you  down  at  the  bottom  of 

24  die  list  to  say  more? 

25  MR.  CLUTTON:  That's  just  about 
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1 difference  between  eight  years  ago  and  the  present 

2 in  terms  of  the  impact  cm  our  community.  And  I 

3 think  both  in  terms  of  the  routes,  and  in  terms  of 

4 frequency,  that  it's  really  important  to  reassess 
} 5 what  is  happening. 

6 I made  mention  earlier  of  the 

7 question  of  whether  it’s  a social  or  economic 

8 impact  in  terms  of  land  values,  property  values.  I 

9 think  it  would  really  be  helpful  to  get  some 

1 0 anecdotal  evidence  from  realtors  in  Juneau. 

11  MS.  HALL:  Okay.  Thank  you. -At 

1 2 this  point,  we  have  come  to  the  end  of  the  list  of 

13  everyone  who  signed  up,  except  for  Mr.  Dippold,  who 

14  we’re  going  to  continue  on  with  again. 

15  Before  we  do  that,  I wanted  to  see 

16  if  there  is  anyone  else  who  has  not  signed  up,  who 

17  would  like  to. 

18  MS.  TERREL:  I did  sign  up. 

19  MS.  HALL:  I'm  sorry.  What  is 

20  your  name? 

21  MS.  TERREL:  Paula  Terrel. 

22  MS.  HALL:  Oh,  Pm  sorry,  Paula. 

23  I think  when  I said  "David  Turbo"  earlier  — 

24  MS.  TERREL:  I have  been  called  a 

25  lot  of  things  before,  but  — 
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1 it  Thank  you. 

2 MS.  HALL:  Okay.  Thank  you  very 

3 much. 

4 David  Turbo?  Is  Mr.  Turbo  here? 

5 Okay.  The  next  name  on  the  list 

6 is  Dixie  Hood. 

7 MS.  HOOD:  I came  this  evening  to 

8 listen,  mainly,  and  had  not  had  an  opportunity  to 

9 read  through  die  document  But  I did  want  to  say  a 

1 0 couple  of  things. 

1 1 About  eight  years  ago,  some 

1 2 friends  from  California  came  to  visit.  They  wanted 

13  to  take  a helicopter  ride,  and  they  invited  me  to 

14  go.  They  paid  my  way,  because  I hadn't  done  this 

1 5 before  and  really  didn’t  think  I could  afford  to  do 

16  it 

1 7 And  we  went  to  the  Taku  Glacier. 

18  It  was  really  a thrilling  experience.  I enjoyed  it 

1 9 very  much.  And  I think  it  was  something  that  they 

20  thought  was  a very  special  opportunity  also.  ^ 

21  So  that  — and  things  like  the  i 

22  tramway  m Juneau,  I can  really  appreciate  in  terms 

23  of  it  being  something  special  for  people  who  might  ^ 

24  not  access  that  environment  otherwise. 

25  But  I think  that  there  is  a big 
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1 MS.  HALL:  I can  see  the  "Paula" 

2 in  that  "David"  now.  rm  sorry.  By  all  means, 

3 it’s  your  turn. 

4 MS.  TERREL:  As  I said,  I have 

5 been  called  a lot  of  things  — 

6 MS.  HALL:  But  not  David  Turbo? 

7 MS.  TERREL:  No.  Anyway,  my  name 

8 is  Paula  Terrel,  and  111  make  this  brief. 

9 I have  lived  here  28  years.  The 

10  first  year  I came  I actually  took  a flight  over  the 

11  Mendenhall  Glacier.  It  was  beautiful.  It  was  a 

12  fixed-wing.  I don't  think  we  had  a helicopter. 

13  I have  a B&B  on  Thane.  Many  of  my 

14  visitors,  my  guests,  actually  do  take  helicopter 

1 5 flights,  even  though  they  are  independent  tourists. 

16  They  are  not  from  the  cruise  ships. 

17  What  this  gentleman  said  about 

1 8 there  are  two  sides  to  every  coin,  I can  understand 

19  that,  and  I believe  that's  true.  I think  you  need 

20  to  establish  a balance,  because  it  has  gotten  out 

21  ofbalance. 

22  I think  that  is  what  I really 

23  would  like  to  say,  is  that  it  has  been  disrupted, 

24  and  it  has  grown  so  that  we  have  an  imbalance  here. 

25  I know  you  wanted  to  hear 

35  (Pages  134  to  137) 


Glacier  Stenographic  Reporters  Inc. 
glaciersteno@gci.net  * (907)  789-9028 


Helicopter  Landing  Tours  on  the  Juneau  Icefield  2003-2007 


Appendix  F • F-225 


Public  Meeting  on  the  DEIS/Helicopter  Landings 
on  the  Juneau  Icefield  2002-2006 


A 

U 

Q. 


4 

5 

6 
7 
$ 

9 

10 
11 
12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 
21 
22 

23 

24 

25 


i 


v9 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 
11 
12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 
21 
22 

23 

24 

25 


Page  138 

specifics  about  the  alternatives.  I support  what  ^ 

has  been  said  about  the  flaws  in  the  EIS.  Let  me  § 

just  say  a couple  of  things  about  die  alternatives.  ^ 

The  only  alternative  that  I can  jl, 

see  that  has  any  reasonable  — barely  reasonable  ^ 

hours  is  Alternative  B,  which  has  it  from  8:30 
until  6:00  p jn.  I think  the  other  alternatives  ^ 

that  have  die  hours  going  until  8:00  is  just 
insane.  This  is  the  time  when  people  come  home 
from  weak,  when  they  are  just  about  to  have  supper, 
and  they  should  be  able  to  enjoy  some  quiet 

The  other  thing  that  1 would  say  I 
Hke  about  Alternative  Bis  that  it  takes  the  ** 

flights  back  to,  as  I understand  it  the  1994  ' 

level  And  I know  that  the  industry  doesn't  want  * 

to  see  that  My  thought  or  one  of  my  suggestions  \5 

might  be  that  why  cant  we  go  back  to  that  level,  vjj 

the  *94  level,  for  whatever  period  of  time  it  takes 
for  the  industry  to  put  some  noise  abatement 
equipment  on  their  helicopters  that  works,  and  then 
reevaluate  it? 

In  other  words,  if  they  say  it’s  . 

going  to  take  us  five  years,  then  have  1994  levels  / 

for  five  years  until  they  can  come  up  with  their 
noise  abatement  equipment,  car  however  they  do  it  ^ 

. 

• 
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1 45  to  57  decibels.  The  CBJ  study  put  us  at  25  to 

2 30  decibels. 

3 There  is  a significant  difference  . 

4 in  what  is  actually  background  and  what  is 

5 fixed-wing  aircraft. 

6 Sol  would  suggest  that  you  either 

7 completely  discard  your  1999  noise  study,  or  at 

8 least  take  it  with  some  fairly  significant  grains 

9 of  salt,  because  that  is  a serious  problem  with  it 

10  I want  to  repeat  a request  that 

11  was  made  earlier,  and  that  is:  Don't  overstate-the— 

12  economic  benefits  to  the  community.  I think  that  a 

13  lot  of  the  studies  and  plans  and  things  we  have 

14  seen  come  out  so  far  are  flawed  in  that  they  are 

1 5 biased  toward  overstating  die  economic  benefits  to 

16  the  community. 

17  Let’s  be  realistic  about  our 

18  numbers.  Let’s  see  what  realty  is  the  economic 

1 9 benefit  without  hyperbole. 

20  Landing-free  zones  should  also  be 

21  overflight-free  zones.  As  I look  at  your  map  of 

22  the  flights,  it  just  crisscrosses  all  of  Juneau. 

23  Every  place  that  I could  possibly  go  on  foot  or  by 

24  boat,  it’s  got  an  overflight  zone. 

25  So  I would  prefer  to  see  some 
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And  then  reevaluate  it  Then  if  it's  quiet,  and 
people  are  okay  with  it,  then  maybe  there  will  be 
some  room  for  growth.  But  until  that  time,  I think 
we  need  to  go  to  the  *94  levels. 

That's  basically  all  I have  in 
this  short  period  of  time,  but  I'll  provide  written 
comments  and  stuff.  That’s  all  I have.  ^ 

Thank  you,  and  thank  you  for  being  ^ 

heard.  a 

MS.  HALL:  Thank  you,  Paula.  i 

MR.  REGES:  I'd  like  to  get  on  ^ 

your  list  Robert  Reges. 

MS.  HALL:  Okay.  Robert  Reges. 

And,  Robert,  Td  like  to  go  ahead  and  allow  you, 
then,  to  speak,  and  then  well  get  back  to  Ron 

MR.  REGES:  Fm  going  to  speak  as 
a member  of  Cruise  Control  so  that  Cruise  Control 
has  standing  later.  ^ 

HI  start  with  the  noise  study.  ^ 

The  1999  Forest  Service  noise  study  is  o 

fundamentally  flawed  because  it  counted  fixed-wing  S' 

aircraft  as  background  noise.  VJ 

If  you  compare  the  background 
noise  at  site  25  — this  is  page  3-21  of  your 
DEIS  — which  is  Sandy  Beach,  your  study  put  us  at 
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1 corridors,  if  you  wifi,  so  that  there  is  some 

2 overflight-free  zones  in  the  same  way  you  are 

3 proposed  landing-free  zones. 

4 With  respect  to  the  quiet 

5 , technology  that  Paula  brought  up,  I don't  know  if 

6 you  can,  as  a condition  of  the  permit,  require  it 

7 now  or  require  a phase-in,  but  I'd  like  you  to  look 

8 at  that,  you  know,  to  say,  "Okay.  We're  going  to 

9 phase  in  quiet  technology.  You  have  to  have  it, 

10  and  you  tell  us  how  long  until  you  get  it,  and 

11  that’s  when  you  have  to  have  it  by.”  Let  people 

12  amortize  their  investment  in  their  existing 

13  helicopters. 

14  When  you  are  bidding  — when  you 

15  are  developing  the  criteria  for  bids,  my 

16  understanding  is  that  the  National  Park  Service 

17  uses,  fix:  want  ofa  better  term,  "How  green  are 

18  you,"  when  a cruise  ship  is  trying  to  come  in  to 

19  Glacier  Bay  National  Park. 

20  So  their  bidding  process,  to  get  a 

21  permit  to  go  into  Glacier  Bay,  is  based  on,  "What 

22  smoke  controls  do  you  have?  What  other  pollution 

23  controls  do  you  have?”  Those  are  the  criteria. 

24  Not  "How  much  are  you  going  to  pay  to  the  Park 

25  Service,"  but  "How  good  are  you  going  to  be  to  the 
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1 environment  that  you  are  entering?'’ 

2 And  Td  like  to  see  you  use  that 

3 as  a model,  or  something  like  that  There  may  be 

4 other  Forest  Service  facilities  that  have  that  as  a 

5 model. 

6 Because  tourists  have  access  by 

7 helicopter,  and  a lot  of  the  locals  go  by  foot  and 

8 tilings,  Td  like  you  to  take  that  into 

9 consideration  as  to  eliminating  — if  you  have 

10  overflight-free  zones,  keep  those  closer  in.  You 

1 know,  after  work,  on  a Saturday  morning,  we  cant 

2 get  that,  far  away  from  downtown.  So  give  us  an 

13  overflight-free  zone  relatively  close  in. 

14  I see  my  time  is  up.  Thank  you. 

15  MS.  HALL:  Okay.  Do  you  want  me 

16  to  put  you  on  the  list  at  the  end? 

17  MR.REGES:  Til  supplement  it 

1 8 with  written  comments. 

19  MS.  HALL:  Okay. 

20  MR.  REGES:  Well,  put  me  on  the 

21  bottom,  because  I want  to  tell  Pete  that  he  has  to 

22  take  another  look  at  what  it  means  to  have  a social 

23  encounter. 

24  MR.  GRIFFIN:  I didn't  hear  that 

25  MS.  HALL:  Okay.  Rem,  you  are  on 
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1 again. 

2 MR.  DIPPOLD:  Okay.  HI  try  to 

3 keep  it  pretty  short  here.  Thanks  to  everybody  for 

4 listening. 

5 Basically,  where  I stopped  was 

6 that  your  issues  are  just  on  noise.  You  forgot  all 

7 the  other  issues  or  ignored  them  or  they  totally 

8 went  out 

9 . I don't  know  what  kind  of  scoping 

10  you  had,  but  it  must  have  been  totally  flawed, 

1 1 because  these  issues  have  been  out  there  for  a long 

12  time. 

1 3 Safety  and  fuel  are  always  an 

14  issue,  major  issue.  No  job  is  so  important,  no 

15  task  so  urgent  — you  know,  Forest  Service  stuff — 

16  that  you  cant  do  it  right  So  safety  is  always  an 

17  issue. 

18  As  I mentioned,  if  s not  even  in 

19  the  index,  the  word.  I went  there  first,  and  it 

20  wasn't  there. 

21  Again,  the  cruise  ship  traffic, 

22  what  effect  it  is  going  to  have  on  that  I have 

23  got  nothing  against  helicopters.  When  I was  out  in 

24  the  woods  ten,  20  days,  it  was  nice  to  hear  one 

25  helicopter  coming  to  pick  me  up.  Okay. 
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But  when  they  run  around  in 
circles,  they  become  a nuisance.  Just  like  a snow 
machine.  It  is  a great  tool,  but  when  they  run 
around  in  circles,  they  become  a nuisance. 

Helicopters  right  now  are  a 
nuisance.  All  they  are  doing  is  taking  tourists, 
which  are  a bigger  nuisance,  up  to  the  icefield  and 
back. 

Now,  when  a helicopter  is  doing  a 
job,  taking  somebody  someplace  to  do  a job,  that's 

one  thing.  When  they  are  just  using  it  as  a -toy, 

it  is  not  a legitimate  use. 

The  talk  about  they  are  all 
taxpayers  and  they  have  got  a right  — no.  They 
have  got  a right  If  s their  land,  just  like  if  s 
my  land,  and  they  got  a right  to  walk  up  there  and 
enjoy  it  They  do  not  have  a right  to  impact  the 
total  town  so  they  can  hop  in  their  helicopter  and 
go  up. 

Okay.  The  gentleman  said  that 
some  of  them  cant  do  that  Well,  I wouldnt  do 
that  much  anymore,  either,  but  I used  my  time  as  a 
young  person  to  do  that  I didnt  use  it  to  climb 
Mt  McKinley.  I didnt  use  it  to  walk  the  Bright 
Angel  Trail,  because  1 made  a choice.  I made  a 
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choice  when  I was  young.  They  made  a choice  to 
work,  or  whatever  they  do,  down  in  LA.  or 
whatever. 

But  they  have  no  right  to  come  up 
here  and  impact  our  life  with  a whole  bunch  of 
helicopters  running  around. 

If  s a bunch  of  toys.  Thafsall 
they  are.  They  have  no  — that  argument  that, 
well,  they  are  all  taxpayers,  is  meaningless.  If 
they  want  to  walk  up,  cool.  Let  them  walk  up. 

As  far  as  when  I go  down  below, 
first  of  all,  this  is  the  airport  We  heard  the 
sounds  taking  off.  This  airport  has  been  here 
since  the  war,  before  the  war. 

If  I build  a house  at  the  end  of 
the  runway,  that's  my  fault  If  they  build  a 
runway  through  the  Mendenhall  Recreation  Area  in 
front  of  my  house  now,  then  that's  different 
Okay?  Then  they  are  changing  zoning  and  everything 
else. 

So  that  argument  is  totally 
worthless.  The  helicopters  now  are  just  making 
noise,  miming  around  in  circles.  And  as  far  as  — 
what  is  really  bothering  me  is  that  you  spend  all 
this  time  studying  wildlife.  I didn’t  even  look  at 
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it  — die  maps.  That's  why,  because  it’s  not  the 
important  thing.  It  is,  but  it’s  a minor  issue, 
very  minor,  compared  to  being  in  the  icefield. 

But  the  fact  is  that  it  has  got 
the  eagles' nests.  Now,  if  anybody  ever  played 
golf  out  at  the  Mendenhall  Recreation  Area,  die 
Mendenhall  golf  course  out  here,  and  you  look  at 
the  map,  th^re  is  eagles’  nests  all  the  way  from 
the  airport  out  past  there.  And  those  helicopters 
come  over  there  about  50,  maybe  100, 200  feet, 
seven  of  them. 

Thai  the  next  group  takes  off,  and 
goes  the  other  way.  The  only  reason  — if  you  stop 
that,  I wouldn't  have  an  excuse  for  missing  a ball, 
you  know,  because  of  all  the  noise. 

But  if  we  did  any  logging  show  or 
machinery,  or  a gravel  pit  that  close  to  eagles' 
nests,  we  would  have  been  shut  down.  And  here  you 
are  letting  them  fly  over,  not  a problem  at  alL 

So  evidently  the  noise  doesn't 
bother  the  eagles,  or  you  guys  are  just  being  — 
ignoring  it,  or  Fish  and  Game  is.  One  of  you  are 
doing  that 

Okay.  A litde  bit  as  far  as 
wording  and  usage.  You  said  "Go  from  A and 
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1 Okay.  The  point,  Pete,  is  social  encounters.  It 

2 talks  about  the  sphere  being  sight  and  sound. 

3 Please  take  that  into  consideration. 

4 - Two  other  quick  points,  and  those 

5 are:  If  you  are  looking  for  some  sort  of  legal 

6 basis,  or  some  other  basis  in  which  you  could 

7 assess  this  moving  flight  paths  around,  you  might 

8 find  it  in  your  reliance  or  discussion  of  the  prior 

9 mediation. 

10  On  page  1-29,  you  talk  about 

11  mediation  results,  and  the  folks  that  were  there — 

12  are  saying  that  some  things  were  left  out 

13  Specifically,  there  was  a discussion  in  the 

14  mediation  of  moving  flight  paths  out  and  around 

15  residential  areas,  and  the  recommendation  is  that 

16  you  should  look  at  the  list  of  the  alternatives 

17  from  the  first  set  of  meetings  of  the  mediation  to 

18  find  that  discussion.  So  there  was  a discussion  in 

19  the  mediation  on  that 

20  Thai  the  last  point  is  I like  the 

21  idea  of  noise  budgets.  I think  that  is  really 

22  worth  exploring.  I'm  glad  you've  got  that  in 

23  there.  I hope  you  do  more  with  it.  I would  not 

24  want  that  in  lieu  of  changing  flight  routes.  I was 

25  sort  of  hoping  that  would  be  in  addition  to. 
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1 progress  to  G."  Well,  I would  say  you  digress. 

2 Okay?  You  are  showing  your  bias  about  "progressing 

3 toG."  You  are  digressing  to  G. 

4 It’s  pretty  obvious  that  this 

5 thing  is  canned,  to  get  helicopters  up  flying. 

6 This  EIS,  as  far  as  I'm  concerned,  as  other  people 

7 have  said  so  — and  m close  her  up — is  not, 

8 except  for  some  of  the  maps  are  pretty  good  — is 

9 not  hardly  word  the  analysis  that  is  in  it 

10  If  s the  scoping.  If  s flawed. 

11  Your  issues,  your  significant  issues,  are  miniscule 

12  compared  to  significant  issues,  and  it  leaves  out 

13  the  most  important  issues. 

14  Sol  would  just  close  and  say  to 

15  start  it  ova,  and  try  to  do  it  right  this  time. 

16  Thank  you. 

17  MS.  HALL:  Okay.  Thank  you  all 

1 8 for  your  comments. 

19  MR.  REGES:  You  are  not  going  to 

20  give  me  another  minute,  huh? 

21  MS.  HALL:  I was  not  actually 

22  going  to  overtook  that,  Robert.  I do  have  you  on 

23  die  list  I just  wasn't  sure  if  you  were  serious. 

24  Do  you  want  your  — 

25  MR.  REGES:  No,  I'm  serious. 
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1 Thank  you. 

2 MS.  HALL:  Okay.  Thank  you. 

3 MR.  GLUTTON:  Could  I just  have 

4 about  thirty  seconds?  I told  you  I wasn't  going 

5 to,  but  I would  like  to  — 

6 MS.  HALL:  Absolutely.' 

7 MR.  CLUTTON:  I'd  just  like  to  — 

8 MS.  HALL:  I'm  sorry.  Your  name 

9 again? 

10  MR.  CLUTTON:  Bill  Chitton.  And  I 
M would  just  like  to  — there  is  a lot  of  question 

12  about  flight  routes  and  things,  and  all  the  people 

13  who  have  had  questions  about  flight  routes  and  the 

14  helicopters  whirling  all  around  in  all  different 

15  directions,  I have  yet  to  have  any  of  you 

16  individuals  come  ova  and  talk  with  me  about  any  of 

17  this.  Like  anything  else,  you  need  to  have  a basic 

18  understanding. 

19  Have  we  ever  met?  I don't  think 

20  we've  ever  met 

21  MS.  HART:  Are  you  with  Temsco,  or 

22  which  company  — 

23  MR.  CLUTTON:  Pm  with  ERA.  Come 

24  ova.  ril  lay  the  maps  out  I will  show  you. 

25  I’ll  walk  through  it  with  you,  and  Til  entertain 
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any  concerns,  and  111  explain  why  we  do  things. 

Most  of  the  time  people  just 
simply  don't  understand  why  things  are  being  done. 

Then  just  know  that  the  noise  — again,  there  is 
more  than  one  side  to  this.  So  we  correct 
something  to  maybe  appease  one  of  you,  and  we  step 
on  somebody  else's  toes. 

We  have  done  whatever  we  can  do, 
and  continue  to  strive  in  that  direction,  to 
mitigate  as  much  of  the  impact  as  we  possibly  can. 

We  are  a business.  All  of  this  is 
money-driven.  Name  one  of  you  here  who  works  for  a 
living  that  is  not  concerned  about  money,  not 
concerned  about  your  company,  that  you  do  it  for 
free. 

Find  me  another  company  in  here 
who  is  willing  to  revert  back  ten  years  in  its 
progress,  without  looking  at  the  possible  impacts 
to  the  people  in  the  community  that  work  in  and 
support  that  company . 

And  I'm  not  saying  that  we  V) 

shouldn’t  consider  that  We  can  look  at  that  ~j~ 

That’s  obviously  on  the  table.  But  Tm  saying  look  ^ 

at  yourself.  Lode  at  your  own  businesses.  Look  at 
how  you  feed  your  families. 
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MS.  HALL:  Bill,  Tm  sorry.  I 
don't  want  us  to  digress  from  — 

MR.  CLUTTON:  I just  want  to 
invite  people  to  come  on  over.  Well  pull  out  the 
maps  and  go  over  everything. 

MS.  HALL:  Okay.  Thank  you. 

Now  — 

MS.  HART:  Can  I take  this  ~ if  s 
the  ultimate  opportunity  for  you  guys  to  gather 
data.  Would  you  be  willing  to  put  a recording  GPS 
unit  into  one  of  your  aircraft  and  fly  it  for  a 
week  so  we  know  where  you  are  really  flying,  and 
how  high  you  are  flying?  We  could  have  it  there 
tomorrow. 

MR.  CLUTTON:  Well,  Pm  - not  to 
dodge  your  question,  but  I'm  not  that  far  up  the 
food  chain  to  authorize  that 

I will  — I mean,  if  any  one  of 
you,  if  you  want  to  come,  well  put  you  on  a 
flight  and  well  show  you  — and  you  can  crane 
unannounced.  You  don't  even  have  to  — you  can 
quote  me,  and  HI  not  make  any  announcement 

That's  the  other  thing.  Most  of 
you  have  never  been  on  that  flight  Some  of  you 
have.  You'll  see  me  fly  the  exact  same  route,  at 
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the  exact  same  altitude,  and  — all  along. 

I can  give  you  the  name  and  number 
of  the  person  who  would  be  able  to  answer  that 
question  for  you.  Pm  just  not  able  to.  Ifsjust 
not  — I'm  not  in  that  position. 

MS.  HALL:  Okay.  Well,  we  have 
got  you  on  the  record  now  as  the  giver  of  the  name 
and  the  number. 

Okay.  Now,  do  we  have  anybody 
here  who  would  like  to  make  any  more  comment  for 
the  public  record?  

MR.  DIPPOLD:  I hate  to  do  it, 

but  — 

MS.  HALL:  Now,  we're  not  talking 
about  debate  here.  We’re  talking  about  comments  to 
the  Forest  Service  few:  assistance  in  preparing  this  ■ 

EIS.  That's  where  we  are. 

MR.  DIPPOLD:  Yes. 

MS.  HALL:  And  we're  not  going  to 
get  into  a debate  here.  It  won't  help. 

MR.  DIPPOLD:  Right  Money  is 
okay.  Businesses  are  okay.  But  businesses  do  not 
make  their  money  at  the  expense  of  somebody’s  life 
themselves,  of  somebody  else.  You  don't  go  out  and 
dig  up  somebody’s  backyard  so  you  can  make  money. 
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Thank  you. 

MS.  HALL:  Okay.  Thank  you  all 
much.  Thank  you  very  much  for  coming.  We  really 
appreciate  it 

(Public  meeting  concluded  at 
9:30  pjn.) 
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CERTIFICATE 

STATE  OF  ALASKA ) 

) Ss. 

FIRST  JUDICIAL  DISTRICT  ) 


I,  LYNDA  BATCHELOR,  Registered  Diplomats 
Reporter  and  Notary  Public  duly  commissioned  and 
qualified  in  and  for  flic  State  of  Alaska,  do  hereby 
certify  that  the  foregoing  proceedings  were  taken 
stenographicahy  before  me  and  thereafter  reduced  to 
typewriting  by  me  or  at  my  direction. 

That  the  foregoing  transcript  is  a full,  true 
and  correct  transcript  of  the  proceedings,  including 
questions,  answers,  objections,  statements,  motions 
and  exceptions  made  and  taken  at  the  time  of  the 
foregoing  proceedings. 

That  all  documents  and/or  things  requested  to 
be  included  with  the  transcript  of  the  proceedings 
have  been  annexed  to  and  included  with  said 
proceedings. 

That  I am  not  a relative  or  employee  or 
attorney  or  counsel  of  any  of  the  parties  in  these 
proceedings,  nor  a relative  or  employee  of  such 
attorney  or  counsel,  and  that  I am  not  financially 
interested  in  said  proceedings  or  the  outcome 
thereof. 

IN  WITNESS  WHEREOF,  I have  set  my  hand  and 
affixed  my  Notarial  Seal  this  15th  day  of  September, 
2001. 


20 

21 

22 

LYNDA  BATCHELOR,  RDR, 

23 

Notary  Public  for  Alaska 
My  commission  expires:  5/20/04 

24 

25 
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